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The Public Utilities Commission of Nevada (“Commission”) makes the following
findings of fact and conclusions of law:

I INTRODUCTION

On November 30, 2022, Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Nevada Power”)
and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy (“Sierra”) (collectively, “NV Energy”) filed
with the Commission a joint application (“Joint Application”), designated as Docket No. 22-
11032, for approval of the fourth amendment to its 2021 Joint Integr esource Plan (“2021
Joint IRP”). NV Energy filed the Joint Application pursuant to the ada‘Revised Statutes

S and 704, including, but

not limited to, NRS 704.741, NAC 704.9005 et seq., and Sena 21) (“SB 448”).
Pursuant to NAC 703.190 and NAC 703.527 ef seq., NV Ene i

information contained in its Joint Application receive ¢ hase I of the Joint
Application, specifically NV Energy’s request for ap king Plant and
associated transmission infrastructure, was addres er, This

II. SUMMARY

The Commission grants in part and
delineated in the order below. The Joint
Side, Transmission, and Renewable Plans.
on investments to further improy

5 %%' _
accepts NV Energy’s pl

En rgy’s Joi
ncluded reqﬁ%/ ,,,,

y’s Joint Application focuses
stem. The Commission

rgy t

“Valmy”yin,

Valmy generating station

various transt uests. Fi mmended by most of the intervening parties, the
Commissi [ atory aluate recommendations regarding

modificat anning process in Nevada.

PRO
On Novemg/%%%%/ 2022

e The Regulatory (///// rations Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) participates as a matter of right
pursuant to NRS 7

03.301.

e On December 12, 2022, the Commission issued a Notice of Joint Application and Notice of
Prehearing Conference.

e On December 16, 2022, the Nevada Bureau of Consumer Protection (“BCP”) filed a Notice
of Intent to Intervene pursuant to Chapter 228 of the NRS.
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e On December 19, 2022, the Presiding Officer issued Procedural Order No. 1 adopting a
procedural schedule and discovery processes.

e On December 20, 2022, the Las Vegas Global Economic Alliance filed comments. That
same day, Western Resource Advocates (“WRA”) filed a Petition for Leave to Intervene

(“PLTD).

e On December 27, 2022, the Commission issued a Notice of Hearing,

o
e On January 3, 2023, Google LLC (“Google”) filed a PLTL P //
y

e On January 4, 2023, Boyd Gaming Corporation, Station (;// LLC, and Venetian Las
Vegas Gaming, LLC ( “Southern Nevada Gaming Grou %} “SNGG ); Iron Point Solar,

), Wynn Las /
and Smart Energy Alliance (“SEA”); Nevada Resort Association (“NRA™); Ca

Enterprise Services, LLC (“Caesars”); MGM :

rts International (“MGW/, )
, |

Caesars, and MGM, collectively “CMN”); ar ////3st E/// zy Alliance (“Interwest”) each
filed PLTIs. h VYV A |

e OnJanuary 11, 2 and Hot Pot @%d a supplement to their PLTL

.

Procedural Order No. 3. That same day

Presiding Officer issued an Order granting the PLTIs of Google,
\, NRA, Caesars, MGM and Interwest. That same day, Iron Point and
o Response of Nevada Power and Sierra to its PLTL

On January
SNGG, Wynn

Hot Pot filed a Re
e On January 24, 2023, the Presiding Officer held a continued prehearing conference.
e On January 30, 2023, Google, WRA, and Staff filed testimony.

e On January 31, 2023, the Presiding Officer held a continued prehearing conference.
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e On February 1, 2023, the Presiding Officer issued an Order granting the PLTIs of Iron Point
and Hot Pot and Nevada Workers for Clean and Affordable Energy.

e On February 10, 2023, NV Energy filed rebuttal testimony. That same day, the Presiding
Officer issued Procedural Order No. 4.

e On February 14, 2023, the Presiding Officer held a continued prehearing conference.

2

e On February 16, 2023, the Commission held a hearing. NV Ei ///, Google, WRA, BCP,

N\

Y

e On March 13, 2023, the Commission

f
,/////

e On March 16, 2023, the Commission issued an ranting Phase I of the Joint
Application.

/
>residing Officer held a hearing. On that same day, WRA filed
revised direct testimony.

e On April 14, 2023, BCP filed a late-filed exhibit. On that same day, Staff and BCP filed
errata to their direct testimony.
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IV. AMENDED JOINT APPLICATION

A. Preferred Plan

NV Energy’s Position
1. NV Energy provides that the Joint Application seeks: (1) approval of a new fuel
and purchase power price forecast; (2) to amend the Generation portion of the Supply Plan with

the continued operation of existing turbines at the Clark, Harry Allen, Chuck Lenzie,

Clark Mountain units at the Tracy Generating Station,
y

several key transmission projects that have been identified in multiple studies to ensure the
projects can be built in a timely manner to serve customers’ schedules. These items collectively

represent NV Energy’s preferred plan (the “Preferred Plan™). (Ex. 100 at 12.)
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2. NV Energy explains that its Preferred Plan addresses resource adequacy and
meets the 16 percent planning reserve margin (“PRM”) for each utility, uses the new load

forecast presented in the Third Amendment', addresses state and federal carbon policy and

capacity positions. (Id. at 11-12.)
3. NV Energy provides that there are severa

Application at this time. (Ex. 114 at 5.) 1%/

\ ble resource‘%urrenﬂy under development would increase

o,

sed reliance on an uncertain market, and

not meet thei/l///%/éf%?ecﬁve pla

voltage support to the Carlin Trend load pocket that is currently provided by coal-fired

! Docket No. 22-09006, Joint Application of Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power
Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of the third amendment to its 2021 Joint Integrated Resource Plan, “Third
Amendment”.



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 8

generation at the Valmy. (/d. at 6.) NV Energy outlines that the updated load forecast and the
loss of approved projects put increased pressure on the open capacity position. (/d.)

4. NV Energy provides that the Preferred Plan excludes the Iron Point and Hot Pot

units for the Load and Resources Table and subsequent modeling, and includes the continued

/f
Preferr
Prefe

Pot and Iron Point projects. (/d.) NV En ab

and existing geothermal projects for up to 12

new capacitors at th/ Humboldt and Maggie Creek substations to provide dynamic voltage

support for the Valmy’area if the Valmy BESS is not approved. (/d. at 7-8.)
5. As of the date of this filing, NV Energy states it is uncertain on the timing or
future of the Hot Pot and Iron Point projects. (Id.) As a result, NV Energy explains that it is

being proactive in requesting approval of the BESS to ensure the timely retirement of the Valmy
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coal plant. (/d.) NV Energy provides it will continue to work with the developers of Hot Pot and
Iron Point, and, in the event there is more certainty on timing and price of the projects, NV
Energy will make a filing with the Commission to either inform or seek approval of the projects
moving forward in relation with the Valmy BESS. (/d.)

6. NV Energy states that it is pursuing a limited solution tot

every alternative case put forward in this filing 1% tal placeholde

les increm
Sierra starting as early as 2025 to address the continuing caj /ty need. (/d. at 8-9.) NV Energy
explains that while Nevada Power has incremental placeholder

\§\\

Z

1// ces in the same time frame

2

| %: ne

eXplainS that’ r

%rn system. (/d.) NV Energy states that the BESS project adds both

dynamic voltage support and a limited amount of capacity in the Carlin Trend load pocket, and
may potentially pair well with future renewable resources in the area. (/d.) NV Energy maintains
that postponing the selection of a complete solution allows additional time for more northern

resource options to become available for evaluation for a more robust solution to Sierra’s
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capacity needs, including the potential return of the Hot Pot and Iron Point projects. (/d.) NV
Energy offers that it is NV Energy’s intent to bring forward more resources in a future
amendment to further address northern Nevada’s need in addition to the ongoing overall capacity

needs to improve resource adequacy statewide while employing the IRA tax credits on behalf of

customers. (7d.)
7. Despite NV Energy’s request for fossil fuel generatior S

 Nevada’s sustainability

goals. (/d. at 10.) NV Energy states that the Preferred eves and exce
years and, as in recent IRP filings, targets NV EW/ %a‘te share of

e significantly to capacity in

ve impact on resource adequacy with

2050 than they do to energy production, rest@%/l

7

8. ive to. ] NV lains that the Preferred Plan tak
] ‘ ///%//E/n rgy explains that the Preferred Plan takes

idence on market purchases, reducing the risk

asonable cost. (/d.) NV Energy explains that this plan adds

soat /K//

purchases, supplies energy after solar resource output declines in the evening hours, and provides
the needed voltage support for the Carlin Trend load pocket to allow the timely retirement of the

Valmy coal plant. (/d. at 18-19.) NV Energy states that these resources replace some of the
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capacity, energy, and renewable credits lost due to the inability of planned resources to meet
approved project cost and schedule dates. (/d. at 19.)

9. NV Energy states that in its annual review of generating unit retirement dates,

offers that the exceptions to the additional 10 years of ¢ combined
cycles where the additional 10 years would push théi % 050. (/d. at 4-5.)
In such cases, due to Nevada’s decarbonization goals, % states the recommendation is

to plan for an additional five years of ope /

10. requirement for a
scenario of low carbon dio ed on or before June 1, 2027,
that uses sources of s , an 80 percent reduction in carbon

dioxide emissions from t % ‘0 meet the demands of customers of the

-

on or before June 1, 2% , but not required more than once every 12 months. (/d.) NV Energy
states that the 2005 baseline for carbon dioxide emissions from the generation of electricity to

meet the demands of customers of the utility was created using publicly available data in NV

Energy’s Securities and Exchange Commission 10-K filings, Federal Energy Regulatory

2 Joint Application of Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV
Energy for approval of the first amendment to its 2021 Joint Integrated Resource Plan, “First Amendment”.
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Commission (“FERC”) Form 1 filings, and data from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (“EPA”) Emissions & Generation Resource Integrated Database. (/d. at 12.)

11. NV Energy provides that the Base Case uses an updated long-term resource

buildout created in PLEXOS LT to accommodate the new load forecast and removal of the Hot

depreciation filing®, as described in the Generation secti

continued operation showed it to be cost effe

o
L
> //

_
S{%

the system, notably in northern Nevada. (/d.) NV Energy states that, rather than waiting to file
until more northern resource options are identified, which could limit the ability to add resources
in 2024 and possibly endanger the timely retirement of the Valmy coal plant, NV Energy

proposes to acquire sufficient resources at this time to address the voltage support need currently

3 Docket No. 22-06015, Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of new and
revised depreciation and amortization rates for its electric operations.
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satisfied by the Valmy coal plant, as well as a portion of the capacity needed by the northern
system. (/d. at 15-16.) NV Energy provides that the remaining northern resource needs will be
addressed in a future IRP amendment. (/d. at 16.)

13. NV Energy provides that a more robust analysis of options was needed even

though a Valmy combustion turbine looked economic at first. (/d.) Th z//fore, NV Energy

explains that it decided to delay the final analysis of new CTs in thi 1 heri; system, eliminating

that postponing the selection of a comple // oluti

resource options to become available for ev ion al e CTS%@T a more robust solution to

|

14, NVI . explains that the initial buildout of the Low Carbon Case was

rgy states that, from the Base Case expansion

dioxide emissions reduction and the 2050 clean energy goal. (/d.)
15. NV Energy states that it selected the Moderate Plan as an alternative plan. (/d.)
NV Energy explains that the Moderate Plan adds the 120 MW geothermal portfolio, 20 MW

AGS project, and the Valmy BESS in northern Nevada along with 400 MW of peaking
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combustion turbine in southern Nevada. (/d.) NV Energy states that Northern Nevada resources
have an expected in-service date in 2025, with the southern Nevada resource expected to be in
service by summer 2024. (Id.) NV Energy conveys that the Moderate Plan adds additional

capacity starting in 2024, reduces NV Energy’s dependence on uncertain market purchases,

supplies energy after solar resource output declines in the evening and provides the

needed voltage support for the Carlin Trend load pocket to allow mely retirement of the

Valmy coal plant. (/d. at 17-18.) NV Energy also provides tl/ e Plan includes
>

widing a reduced amount of

additional capacity. (/d. at 18.) NV Energy @%b

18. NV Energy outlines its findings from its present worth of revenue requirement

(“PWRR?”) analyses:
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i.  The Limited Plan has the lowest 20-year and 30-year PWRR for all load, fuel,
market and carbon price scenarios;

ii.  The Moderate Plan has the second lowest 20-year and 30-year PWRR for all load,
fuel, market and carbon price scenarios;

iii.  The Low Carbon Plan has the highest PWRR of the alte

scenarios;

iv.  The significant increase in near-term renewab

m //%enti

v.  The buildouts for each plan were not modif

",

high- and low-economic

19.

RPS, and target NV

adds/cap@ X

any option eva uated.
20.
costs are about $83 million, or about 1.0 percent, less the Limited Plan and about $1,825 million,
or about 22 percent less for the Low Carbon Plan. (Ex. 108 at 24.) NV Energy explains that
differences in the social cost of carbon account for the vast majority of the differences in total

environmental cost among the three Joint Application plans. (/d.) NV Energy provides that the
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Moderate Plan and the Limited Plan both have negative economic impacts in Nevada relative to
the Base Case, while the Low Carbon Plan generally has positive economic impacts in Nevada
relative to the Base Case. (/d. at 33.) NV Energy states that, compared to the Moderate Plan, the

Limited Plan has a PWSC that is about $184 million, or about 0.5 percent less and the Low

much lower social costs of carbon. (/d.)

21. NV Energy offers that the capital 1 / rern e Preferred Pla// to /al $11.0

billion and $6.1 billion for Nevada Power and Sierra, respectively. (Ex. 109 at 5.) NV Energy

states that for Sierra, capital expenditures/ . d total approximately $6.1

2-2041 period are estimated to total $11.0 billion

\

operations during the * 022-2041 period is projected to be more than the capital project costs set
forth in the capital expense recovery models for the Preferred and Alternate Plans. (/d. at 7.)
Nevertheless, NV Energy states that additional common equity and debt funding will be required

over this period. (/d.) To highlight the credit concerns previously articulated in other dockets,
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NV Energy states that the financial modeling assumption in this filing is that NV Energy will
operate at Staff’s recommended capital structure from Sierra’s 2022 GRC consisting of a 52.4
percent common equity ratio. (Id.) NV Energy asserts that this will require a disproportionate
amount of debt financing for this incremental capital to reduce the actual common equity ratio,

ecrease in common

and the increase in debt financing commensurate with the correspondi

will, however, have a continued need to access ex /%

-
-
0

projects and to refinance maturing debt. (/d.)

23. NV Energy states that it will b

e to access 4l markets in order to finance

may
explains that both utilities have

.
e debt mark//

the Preferred or Alternate Plans, if needed. (@)

from their parent compan g

ati

L
g

/e downgraded. (/d.)

o

t developed financial forecasts that reflect Staff’s

-

7

.~ NV Ener
> gy

rated into NV Energy’s financial forecasts:

purposes of calculating revenue requirements for both Sierra and Nevada Power;
ii.  Repositioning and maintaining a regulatory capital structure over the forecast

period of 52.4 percent equity which requires the issuance of about $465 million of
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additional debt to reduce Sierra’s September 30, 2022, equity ratio from 60.0
percent to 52.4 percent. Nevada Power’s equity ratio was 52.7 percent as of
September 30, 2022; therefore, only about $30.0 million of additional debt was
needed to achieve a 52.4 percent common equity ratio;

iii. 9.5 percent allowed return on equity for purposes of cal ://ating Sierra’s and

Nevada Power’s revenue requirements over the f}g/y;/tperio d:
£

iv.  General rate case filings occur every three yea%/%%or ea /ity with Sierra’s first

re yé;rs thereaf%%%/ ind Nevada

023 and//// sery three yea
v.  No merger of Sierra with Nevada Power ai/_ 7/ e associated savings; and

v

vi.  Current interest rate project

general rate case filing in 2022 and ev

Power’s first general rate case filin

g costs prevalent in

.
\

\
t believes tl

today’s market. (/d. at 9-10.

at maintaining the current credit ratings is in

25.

will certainly in

ff%% isting generation units. (Ex. 100 at 18.) These units and proposed

retirement are detailed as follows:
i.  Clark Generating Station Unit 4 through 2035;
ii.  Clark Generating Station Units 5, 6, and 10 through 2044;

iii.  Clark Generating Station Units 7, 8, and 9 through 2043;
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iv.  Clark Peakers through 2048;
v.  Harry Allen Generating Station Units 3 and 4 through 2046;
vi.  Harry Allen Generating Station combined cycle units through 2049;

vii.  Chuck Lenzie Generating Station through 2046;

viii.  Silverhawk Generating Station through 2044;

ix.  Higgins Generating Station through 2044;

xi.  Sun Peak Generating Station through

xii.  Clark Mountain units through 2044

27. NV Energy clarifies that it is not proposing ew retirement dates for all of its

7
|

proposed for the following units: Brunswick, : Imy 1 and 2. (Id)) NV Ener
1] : pmy gy

end of 2031. (Id.) NV E te: 1y Units 1 and 2 are scheduled for retirement

n mmissionin
and deco SSLOMINgS att

({dy Energy explains that all of NV Energy’s units will

¢ reviews will be included in a future IRP or IRP amendment in the

continue to be rea letermine the appropriateness of the existing retirement dates. (/d.)

form of new or revised LSAPs, as appropriate. (/d.)
29. NV Energy provides that Nevada’s RPS requirement for calendar year 2022 is set
at 29 percent of retail sales that will increase to 34 percent in 2024, 42 percent in 2027, and 50

percent in 2030, and remain at 50 percent each calendar year thereafter. (/d.)
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30.  For the RPS renewable plan developed for this amendment, NV Energy uses a
model to forecast future PC requirements and PC supplies. (/d.) NV Energy states that if,
outside the IRP action period, the model indicates that the PC supply is insufficient to meet the
RPS, generic placeholder projects are added, as needed, to fill the credit gaps. (/d.) NV Energy

offers that placeholders have also been added to illustrate the timing and capacity required if NV

resources by 2050. (/d. at 5-6.)

31. NV Energy provides that the model in

|

: . o
into its modeling: # ‘ !

and compressed RPS schedule: 29 percent in

024, 42 percent by 2027 and 50 percent by 2030 pursuant to

sustainable energy; and
iii.  Developing a long-term strategy to build a generating portfolio that can deliver

100 percent carbon-free energy to all customer load needs by 2050. (/d.)
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33. NV Energy states that the expected PC supply was determined starting with the
current portfolio of approved projects, both operating and under development or contemplated
NV Energy. (Id.) NV Energy provides that the following assumptions are built into the forecast:

i.  Existing PPAs expire in accordance with the contract terms and are not

automatically renewed,

ii. NV Energy adjusted the expected amount of energy an
istoric generation, based

from that o he

expected supply table. NV Energy s é@f% his 1%&&%‘[ with th
that NV Energy used for the past several years

Y

supply plans (“ESPs”). NV Ener

f PCs der1v@ from the Renewable Generations incentive

: last of the incentivized solar systems now

iil.

n 2021, the expected number of credits from incentivized

// to begin decreasing by 0.5 percent per year as these

multiplier, and that systems placed into service after do not qualify;
v.  The plan assumes that the percent of annual PC requirements met from demand
side management (“DSM”) measures are limited to no more than 10 percent of

the credit total for 2021 through 2024 before dropping to zero effective 2025.
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The plan also assumes, based on current DSM kPC projections, that Sierra may
not have a sufficient number of DSM PCs to completely fill the 10 percent cap in
2024

vi.  Surplus PCs are carried forward without limitation and the plan assumes no

surplus PC sales;

Vii.

D
viii.  The plan accounts for all Commission appr:

where PCs associated with all or a port
tomer Market % ce Energy tariffs, and therefore cannot be

/// “““““““

x.  The plan assumes that the net energy produced by Hoover and allocated to
Nevada Power counts towards meeting the RPS;

xi.  The plan assumes no changes to the existing statutory and regulatory RPS regime;
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Xii.

Xiii.

X1V,

Page 23

The plan includes the North Valley Geothermal PPA, which a 25 MW geothermal
plant with an estimated commercial operation date of December 31, 2022. Sierra
will be the sole off taker of the energy and PCs. The total number of PCs from
this project includes station usage PCs. Certain geothermal station usage, the

energy for the extraction and transportation of geothermal brine or used to pump

_

7 7,

or compress geothermal brine, is eligible for cert%»»}/%

704.78215 3(b). Station usage PCs for this facili

of net;
The annual amount of energy pro

has been reduced to account for battery losse

energy produced by PV a

time to the grid; and

date all the energy being produced making generation

captures actual historical generation trends based on two or more years of operating data. (/d. at

9.) NV Energy provides that it adjusted the supply table based on this historical trend to reflect

the most recent operating data after coordinating with internal contract owners to account for

potential short-term anomalies. (/d.) NV Energy states that historical output trends for Sierra
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contracted renewable projects resulted in an adjustment to seven projects, which were all
decreases. (/d.) Intotal, NV Energy states that these adjustments lowered the amount of
renewable energy by an average of 2.9 percent over the 2022-2024 ESP action period. (/d.) NV
Energy offers that the same approach for Nevada Power resulted in adjustments to the amount of

d) In total, NV Energy

credits by an average

7

(Id) -

35. NV Energy provides that Nevada Power e

& j
/ed the 2021 RPS requirement of

22 percent ending 2021 with an overall R%

!
o

asserts that Nevada Power is currently positi‘@é’%led to ‘
¢ is'still the risk t

it one of the current renewable resources could

K
no longer ex

ected to reac

pect

from the two facilities were to be split between Nevada Power and

36. NV Energy states that assuming no production from Iron Point and Hot Pot, and
assuming no additional cancelations and/or delays, Nevada Power is forecasted to be compliant

to 2032. (Id.) To this end, NV Energy provides that Nevada Power will continue to evaluate
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existing and pipeline projects and take corrective actions, so that it remains on track to meet all
its renewable goals, commitments, and statutory requirements. (/d.)

37. NV Energy explains that Sierra exceeded the 2021 RPS requirement of 22 percent
ending 2020 with an overall RPS compliance result of 31.9 percent. (/d.) NV Energy provides
that Sierra is also currently positioned to meet its 2022-2025 RPS obli/ ///ons. (Id.) NV Energy

%

states that the removal of Iron Point and Hot Pot impacted Sierra m re than Nevada Power for

-

two reasons; one, Sierra does not have the same amount of bé{%}up P

growth could be higher than projected. (/d. at 11.) NV Ener £

today, even under the best of scenarios, Sie

(Id.) Therefore, NV Energy argues that it is %pera{ ¢ that Sierra ¢

Appr %of the Ormat Portfolio and Eavor Geothermal

long-term geothermal ‘PPAs are set to expire in the near term. (/d.) NV Energy also provides that
it would be a significant step in helping Sierra get closer to its goal of providing one hundred
percent carbon-free energy to its customers by 2050. (/d. at 11-12.)

Ormat Geothermal Portfolio
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39. NV Energy requests approval to amend its Supply Plan to allow Sierra to enter
into the Ormat PPA for a portfolio of eight geothermal projects with a combined net nameplate
rating of 120 MW. (Ex. 100 at 17.) NV Energy provides that commercial operation dates vary

for the projects in the portfolio, with the first one expected in December 2024 and the PPA for all

projects ending in 2053. (Id.) NV Energy states that the PPA has a flat /ergy price of $69.00

energy RFP but was presented as a bi-lateral opportunity

{V/ 1€ io, NV Energy states that its

at 12.) As part of the analysis conducted
Resource Planning group conducted a PW “  analy 1ermal portfolio. (Id)) NV
Energy further provides that- iliger 1 14ed on the geothermal portfolio

that included: (1) statu: / iming o oon, (2) evaluation of site control, (3) status of

material permits, (4) review ¢ ent' for bankability and performance, (5)
Yy //??ZZ//) ’ |

13.) NV Energy provides that, based on this analysis, no material concerns were raised. (/d. at
13.)
41. NV Energy states that Sierra and Ormat executed the geothermal portfolio PPA

on May 13, 2022. (Id.) NV Energy provides that four of the contracted facilities, totaling 60
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MW are existing: Desert Peak 2, Beowawe, Galena 1 (Burdette), and Galena 3. (/d.) NV Energy
states that when those four PPAs expire, the facilities will remain contracted but under the new,
proposed portfolio PPA. (Id.) NV Energy provides that the other four facilities are new

generators. (/d.) NV Energy estimates that the combined portfolio is expected to produce

1,050,346 MWh of renewable energy and associated PCs annually. (/d.). NV Energy states that

%

the PPA term will start on the first geothermal facility’s commerci  operation date (January 1,

4
&

2025) and end on December 31, 2053. (/d.)

42. In addition to the energy and capacity,

will also help to close Sierra’s open capa%

it will continue to hﬁ% /i

J

t PV generating peak. (/d.) In addition, NV
y

Energy points out )hat the

s oul aspirational goal of achieving by 2050 an
y

m zero-carbon dioxide emission resources equal to the total

approximately 29 percent lower than the last geothermal energy price approved by the

Commission in Docket No. 11-08010 for the USG San Emidio geothermal facility of $97.76 per
MWh. (Id.) NV Energy also provides that the geothermal portfolio’s pricing is approximately 9

percent lower than the average geothermal PPA pricing for existing PPAs of $75.99 per MWh.
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(Id.) NV Energy states that the geothermal portfolio combined with the North Valley PPA that is
recently approved by the Commission result in a capacity weighted PPA price of $67 per MWh
that is competitive when compared to some planning models that have typically assumed

geothermal costs of $87 per MWh. (/d.) NV Energy asserts that the geothermal portfolio PPA

price is at, near, or below the lower range of levelized cost of energy forecast and recent publicly

available geothermal PPA pricing published by National Renewa / /I;ergy Laboratory
(“NREL”). (Id.)

44. NV Energy provides that the opportunit
not nearly as abundant as solar and could become”
increase its already substantial stake in geothermal ener
for Nevada’s geothermal resources. (/d. )//////////

FEavor Geothermal PPA

45. ts i y Plan to permit Sierra to enter

source, the Valm

W‘cted in four phases, beginning December
4

into a PPA for 20 V. eothermal project. (Ex. 100 at 17.) NV

Energy provi(}/g/} )%

ergy price of $70.00 per MWh that will produce up to

y the result of bilateral negotiations that began in early 2022 and were

concluded in August of 2022. (/d.) NV Energy explains that Sierra has been in occasional,
informal discussions with Eavor since 2019. (/d. at 19.) NV Energy states that Eavor, on behalf

of Sierra, acquired the mineral rights beneath Sierra’s property via a Bureau of Land

Management auction held October 20, 2020. (/d.) NV Energy provides that the due diligence



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 29

conducted on Valmy Geothermal included: (1) status and timing of interconnection, (2)
evaluation of site thermal capability to host geothermal, (3) status of material permits, (4) review
of material equipment for bankability and performance, (5) determination of whether the project
development milestone schedule supports contractual commercial operation date, (6) evaluation

1 of the developer’s

ance history, and (9)

of development and operating experience of the developer, (7) evaluati

2022. (Id. at 20.) NV Energy offers that the project is loc djacent to Valmy on land owned
by Sierra. (/d.) ///

greatly expand the : city in Nevada by eliminating the need
to find a perme d-4t22) 1ergy provides that, unlike traditional geothermal
%///h 1 . seologic fi ti h d d rock fract d
hich rely on'spec eologic formations such as underground rock fractures an
y %/ gl g
f water, Eavor’

/ /?%%adient ang

deployment across 1o

dispatchable and can provide a load-following capability, which will help balance Sierra’s
renewable energy portfolio, especially considering the solar PV and BESS projects that either
recently became commercial or are under development. (/d.) NV Energy also provides that

Valmy Geothermal also makes productive use of Sierra’s land, mineral and other assets at the
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retiring, Valmy coal plant while providing valuable locational system reliability benefits to this
regional load pocket. (/d. at 22-23.)

49. NV Energy notes that the PPA price of $70.00 per MWh for Valmy Geothermal is

approximately 28 percent lower than the last geothermal energy price approved by the

é(%% costs of //%;

NV Energy asserts that the Valmy Geothermal PPA prlce%/ / near, or below the lower range of

thermal PPA pricing published

levelized cost of energy forecast and recent puiblicly available g

by NREL. (Id.)

Valmy BESS ’
50. NV Bfergy % l ‘/«//ld its Supply Plan to permit Sierra to expend
6 millié////////é% 4

million to construct transmission infrastructure needed to support the interconnection of the
Valmy BESS. (/d.)
51. NV Energy explains that the Valmy BESS will provide capacity and grid ancillary

and reliability services in the Carlin Trend region permitting the retirement of the coal-fired
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generation station. (/d. at 25.) NV Energy offers that the Valmy BESS provides a new path to
support the retirement of the Valmy coal plant given the difficulties and uncertainty surrounding
the future of the Iron Point and Hot Pot projects. (Id.) NV Energy offers that this project will
reduce reliance on market capacity and will help mitigate solar ramping impacts to the system

while providing voltage support reactive power to the Carlin Trend

coal-fired facilities. (/d.)

52.  Regarding the Hot Pot and Iron Point projects
g
4

y
in the solar and energy storage market, was unab%%

// %,
Iron Point and Hot Pot remain strategically @ated" till viable assets to better

Y (d \/4, NV Energy states that NV

natives to deliver one or both projects. (/d.)

/%// “““““““

1

id customers regardless of the future of Iron Point and Hot Pot. (/d.

at 25-26.) « /
53 rgy states that the Valmy BESS will be a grid-tied, 200-MW, 4-hour

lithium-iron-phosphate battery located directly adjacent to the Valmy coal plant on property
owned by Sierra. (/d. at 26.) NV Energy states it will interconnect at the Valmy 345 kV

substation. (/d.) NV Energy asserts that the project is expected to cost $466 million and will be
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eligible for the ITC made available with the IRA. (/d.) NV Energy explains that the Valmy
BESS was the result of a competitive RFP in the spring of 2022. (/d. at 27.) Finally, NV Energy
states that it will continue to evaluate the potential for additional ITC credit for siting the Valmy
BESS at a retired coal plant. (/d.)

54. NV Energy explains that the proposed cost for the Val

ya
« iati

4
2

cooling systems, and other direct current electrical ] //n .
supplier was selected as the lowest cost, best value suppl%‘/é////é

e price volatility ‘of Lithium Carbonate

Lithium index price adjustment. (/d.) Du

experienced since the bids were received, N%Ener’”

Energy provides that the

,-at the time of this filing, Sierra also solicited best and final

“/4s to finalize project details, procurement of balance of

55. NV Energy requests approval to amend its Transmission Plan to expend
approximately $13 million to install capacitor banks at the Humboldt and Maggie Creek

substations for static voltage support in the Carlin Trend load pocket. (Ex. 100 at 19.)
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56. NV Energy asserts that Valmy generation is critical to the transmission system
reliability in northeastern Nevada. (Ex. 107 at 6.) NV Energy explains that Valmy generation
provides both capacity as well as critical voltage support to the over 350 MW Carlin Trend area
load pocket. (/d.) NV Energy also provides that Valmy generation is also critical due to its

mpany-owned resources

///// y,

in the area. (/d.) NV Energy states that it has determined that the plan to replace the Valmy coal

(Id) As such, to allow

““““ that there is a

Y

A /%/Oltage%

(Id.) NV Energy explains that these new alternatives will also equiré additional static voltage

Ve
boldt Su

MVAR 345 kV capacitor will need to be installed a

station and a new second 18

.

ling cap g1e@%/;re k is 12 MVAR and is planned to be

resized to 27%//%/% for a 4 % NV Energy provides that the BESS is NV

Energy states that th

‘ %ﬁw capacity. (Id.) However, NV Energy notes that both options

E
S pos1t1<% n the Valmy 345 kV Substation bus. (/d) NV Energy offers that

BESS is constructed and commissioned. (/d.)

Associated Transmission Infrastructure
57. NV Energy explains that the proposed transmission system network upgrades will

be required to interconnect the resource additions included in the Preferred Plan. (Ex. 107 at 4.)
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NV Energy states that the required System Impact Studies (“SIS”) and Facility Studies (“FS”)
for the resource additions in the Preferred Plan have not been completed yet. (/d.) Once the SIS
and FS are completed, NV Energy provides it may be determined that additional transmission

facilities are also required. (/d.)

58. NV Energy states that the Preferred Plan includes the aﬂ/ion of the Valmy

%,

y BESS will require the

BESS. (Id. at 5.) NV Energy asserts that in order to connect the)!/ 4
operate while the BESS is constructed and commissioned.

- o yF " S
estimated cost of the new Valmy terminal is $8 mill 1d. ‘

59. NV Energy provides that the Preferred Plan i nc

o,

Eagle-Tracy 120 kV #146 line to a higher ca

_
_

.
interconnection terminal £ could be req

equired if the prior queued projects do not
20 MW Eavor geothermal project that is included in the

interconnect the resource additions will not change if the Alternate Plan is selected. (Id.) NV
Energy explains that the only difference between the Preferred Plan and the Alternate Plan is that
the Alternate Plan does not include the Valmy BESS. (/d.) However, NV Energy notes that there

is a need for dynamic voltage support at Valmy after the retirement of the Valmy coal plant
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which is anticipated to occur at the end of 2025. (Id.) NV Energy states that if the Valmy BESS
is not installed, it will be necessary to install a 200 megavolt-ampere reactive STATCOM at
Valmy. (Id.) NV Energy provides that this STATCOM will require the same 345 kV
interconnection terminal at Valmy as the BESS. (/d.)

Google’s Position //////

62.  Google recommends that the Commission postpone | (s decision on Phase II of the

(Ex. 500 at 2.)

Nevada Worker’s Position

63. Nevada Workers supports {

‘must ensii
‘the build-out ¢

Workers specif%%%//l/

/
7 /»W 1 »

/@SS with Humboldt Maggie Creek Switched Capacitor
230/138 kV Substation

. “Fort Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line
(Id. at 3-4.)

64.  Nevada Workers points to the extreme heat wave that hit the Western United
States, including Nevada, last September, that resulted in record energy demand throughout the

West, placing exceptional pressure on the supply of electricity. (/d.) Nevada Workers explain
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that California declared an energy emergency, which meant California could use energy that had
been planned to fulfill the needs of Nevadans, leading to shortages in Nevada. (/d.) Nevada
Workers explains that a number of factors; including record-breaking temperatures, extreme
weather events, severe drought conditions, massive wildfires, and climate change generally; lead

to scenarios that strain the electric grid and negatively impact energy i

frastructure. (/d. at 5.)

)
/.

65. Nevada Workers explains that the specific proj ects Ging pursued by NV Energy
Nl -

-availability of

t é%/ll ensure Nevada will meet

to ensure safe and reliable electric service in the future. (/d. at 8-9.)
Interwest’s Position

68. Interwest states that NV Energy did not hold an all-source RFP in this IRP and

that the Commission should order NV Energy to do so in the next IRP. (/d.) Interwest further
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provides three concerns regarding NV Energy’s use of a capacity expansion model to review
RFP results. (/d. at 36.) First, Interwest states that NV Energy did not allow the market to test its
assumptions on gas-fired plant extensions but relied on generic units to test its preferred
acquisitions. (/d.) Second, Interwest states that NV Energy’s assumptions in its base case

capacity expansion runs did not allow renewable resources to compete to provide capacity to the

bids was utilized or, if such modeling occurred, the Corﬁ

results. (/d.) Regarding Interwest’s seco/ /

red unit would be selected to meet the need, because only

jat several of these gas-fired units, including the Ft. Churchill Units 1

and 2, Tracy Unit 3, ot Clark Unit 4, would raise potential retirement decision for the
Commission as soon as 2028 and possibly in the next IRP. (/d. at 37-38.) Interwest states that
NV Energy’s model did not test these retirement decision points, as it is designed to do. (/d. at

38.) Instead, Interwest provides, that the plant-life extensions were “baked in” the model as firm
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decisions. (/d.) Interwest argues that if the plant life extensions are granted here, those units will
continue to operate absent any modeling on the cost-effectiveness of these decisions and absent
market responses. (/d.)

69. Interwest provides that it was not correct for NV Energy to exclude renewable

-

not a best practice to exclude the cheapest and fastest growing te} n

4
%
an evaluation that is intended to inform the utility of its optio%?fto me‘é/’/@

available in the market. (/d.)

70. Interwest states that NV

4

“nergy’s concerns about the California Independent System Operator

(“CAISO”) market and its future purchases. (/d. at 40-41.) Regarding the contract terms,
Interwest provides that, in the Spring 2022 RFP, for bidders submitting PPA proposals, NV
Energy provided that the term of such contracts must be thirty-five (35) years. (/d. at 41.)

Interwest states that that term length is excessive based on the market standard of 15 — 25 years
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for wind and solar projects, and 20 years for BESS projects. (Id.) Interwest explains that
restricting generators to a certain term, versus allowing a range based on the project, is a
problematic approach. (/d.) Interwest also states that the RFP requires three NV Energy options

to purchase at eight, fourteen, and twenty-five years. (/d.) Interwest argues that were these

CAISO purchases as a key driver for its procurement

42.) Interwest points out that NV Energy’s capa% y

N
{ iew CT. (/d. at

o

2

.

market purch

approximately 80% (over 1000 MW) in 2024-2028, and

2030. ({d.) Interwest states that the reducts 1'in 18 due to new resources coming
online, not a reduction from CAISO purchases. (Id.) est explains that, for this CAISO
uncertainty, a two-phase proces | (%‘{/afuture to be explored in a

[

market purch

y

i
NAas
2
)

(Id.) Interwest i at, in. 1 event, the'fisk of CAISO market purchases falling

analysis, the production costs could be evaluated with different market price sensitivities,
indicating that if CAISO market purchases were available, they might be more costly. (/d.)
72. Interwest also holds concerns regarding the geothermal PPAs presented by NV

Energy. (Id.) Although Interwest states it supports PPAs and geothermal energy, Interwest
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provides that it is concerned that even the PPAs in this Docket were executed based on an
unsolicited offer made outside of the three RFPs that have been released. (/d. at 42-43.)
Interwest points out that one red flag here is that NV Energy proposed paying the nearly the
same price for a 120 MW unit as a 20 MW unit, implying that NV Energy did not capture

economies of scale. (/d. at 43.)

WRA'’s Position

73 WRA states that it holds reservations regardin V Energy has
pursued to assess and select resources within its IRP. des that, in light
of NV Energy’s need for replacement renewable€n At is

reasonable for the Commission to approve the Ormat geothg f:/ Eavor geothermal, and Valmy

BESS contracts at this time. (/d. at 7-8.) WR, i seothiermal and BESS resources are

.
L |

effective alternatives for peaking generation, supporti /‘;ability_ and financial hedging for NV

~« //// e itgy
calibrated based on the histor

lect significant degradation associated with ambient

1 " ’/s%stantially reduces the ELCC values of these
//% «

resources. (/d.). ecommends that the Commission should direct NV Energy to

performance, including any novel technologies, efficiency upgrades, or ambient environmental
condition differences relative to the existing fleet. (/d.) WRA provides that NV Energy claims
that the AGS Eavor-Loop eliminates or mitigates many of the issues with traditional geothermal

and has greater dispatchability than traditional geothermal. (/d.) WRA points out that these



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 41

attributes are not reflected in NV Energy’s current ELCC modeling or reliability accounting
efforts. (Id.)
75. WRA recommends that the Commission should not approve NV Energy’s

requests to extend the lifetimes of its existing generation as proposed. (/d. at 9.) WRA provides

First, WRA states that, for the consideration of this request, NV Energy’s economic screening
within the LSAP is less robust than the modeling process it utilizes within its portfolio

development process. (Id.) WRA offers that the IRP modeling process is far more robust, as it
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considers the integrated operations of its entire resource fleet, incorporates stochastic analysis
(for economic modeling, though not reliability), and assesses which resource investments are
optimal, including potential economic replacements of NV Energy’s existing resources. (/d. at

10.) Second, WRA provides that forcing the retention of existing thermal units can result in NV

Energy retaining excess generation resources when accelerating its near<term build-out of clean

.

//’) WRA elaborates that, if

energy resources. (/d.) WRA states that this outcome is avoidabl

//////// (d)
g

WRA explains that replacing existing fossil fueled generati n: ith new, clean resources is

ee resources ontop-

Y,
0

$75,600 ssion approves removing Iron Point and Hot Pot from

Ve :
NVE é%/g/)r, alternative /? roposal to remove the projects and determine damages
later, and deny as inadequate. (Ex. 800 at 28-29; Ex. 801 at 28.) CMN states

that the Iron Point Pot projects approved in the Joint 2021 IRP were intended to replace

the Valmy coal plant, were approved as though they were third-party PPAs under NRS 704.752,
and represented the most significant resources additions for NV Energy at that time. (Ex. 800 at

23-24.) CMN states that under NRS 704.752, NV Energy took on the risk of the projects and

committed to delivering energy as contemplated under the PPAs. (/d. at 24.) CMN notes that
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NV Energy agreed to exclude all Tron Point and Hot Pot’s capital investment and expenses from
Nevada Power and Sierra’s rate base and revenue requirement; however, NV Energy now
proposes to remove Iron Point and Hot Pot and replace it with the Valmy BESS system for about
the same energy storage price as was proposed for the Iron Point BESS of $466 million. (/d. at

25.)

i

subject to specific damages terms, including costs for replac ent ener /- poor reliability of the
1 %%) y

BESS, and up to $31,500,000 for Iron Point beginni% cember 1, 2023, a d $

Hot Pot, beginning December 1, 2024, for a tota}/// / \ O'after 180 days of fa

Case plans : ir 2y to-.conduct an all-source RFP to be included in the next IRP.

the most viab
derat %Limited Plans, but not the South CT or Base Case Plans and was
unwilling to provide them when requested to do so via discovery, even though neither the

Moderate nor Limited Plans were the least cost options. (/d. at 32.) CMN states that the portfolio

presented in this Docket is so different from what was approved in the 2021 Joint IRP that no
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proper basis exists to determine cost-effectiveness without a comprehensive request for proposal.
(Id. at 35-36.)
BCP’s Position

80.  BCP provides that a main goal facing Nevada is the prioritization of resource

adequacy in reducing NV Energy’s open capacity position. (Ex. 400 at // BCP states the EPA

and the U.S. Department of Energy (“DOE”) have recently execu //% Toint Memorandum on
Vs

/ . “
Interagency Communication and Consultation on Electric Reﬁ/@)ﬂlty. ;
y k

%,

f significant dyn

memorandum. (/d.) Further, BCP states tha@le merr
\

o

Y
y
ok

ecurity and economic well-being

|
7

of the United StatesA(/d.) . ily, BCP pro%ff%ha‘t meeting this challenge will require

t.not limited to the FERC-designated Electric

the shared effg// 1

plans in accordance with the provisions of NAC 704.937(1). (Id. at 7.) BCP states that the
provisions of NAC 704.937(1) applies to a full triennial IRP not an amendment — in which a
three-year action plan is vetted and approved by the Commission. (/d.) BCP states that NV

Energy has morphed IRP amendments into full triennial IRPs. (/d.) BCP explains that providing
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a diverse set of alternative plans for consideration is not appropriate for or applicable to an
amendment of a previously approved or amended three-year action plan. (/d.) BCP states that, in

this case, the subject three-year action plan covers the years 2022-2024. (/d.)

82.  BCP provides that the provisions of NAC 704.9503 (monitoring and amendment

amendment is nonessential but should only be used to as ?////////

resources and/or commitments should be 11

BCP maintains that the presented low carborf"%ase
)

T41(3)(c) a//@

tion Plan % A4 S(// 1 to enter a PPA for a portfolio of eight geothermal projects

.
’

jection to NV Energy’s request to construct transmission
infrastructure required :to support the interconnection of the 120 MW geothermal portfolio PPA
securitized at an estimated cost of $33.5 million. (/d.)

85.  BCP has no objection to NV Energy’s request to allow Sierra to enter a PPA with

Eavor for a net 20 MW AGS resource with commercial operation expected in four phases
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beginning in 2026 with a 25-year term at a flat energy price of $70.00 per MWh. (/d.) BCP
explains that the Eavor technology has been demonstrated in Canada and could further increase
the development of geothermal resources within Nevada. (/d.)

86.  BCP opposes NV Energy’s request to expend an approximate $466 million for a

the Valmy BESS. (/d. at 2-3.) BCP states that NV Energy offers a p% solution regarding the
s

ement of the voltage

solution for the capacity contribution and voltage supportc

Y

ility and resource adequacy

/m/y coal plant in 2025,

a higher PWRR, carboén intensity, and Present Worth of Societal Costs (“PWSC”) than other
options analyzed and tested against the Valmy BESS which are not subject to approval in this
case. (Id.) BCP explains that increased carbon intensity is apparently due to the BESS

inefficiency (i.e. charging and discharging losses) with fossil fuels as modeled. (/d.)
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87.  Based on the previous Commission order in Docket 21-06001, BCP states that the
Commission determined that Iron Point and Hot Pot solar with BESS projects were necessary to

replace the capacity associated with the Valmy coal plant for a December 31, 2025, retirement

date. (/d. at 10.) BCP states that that this retirement date could be subject to change via an IRP

o
T

changed, it would be prudent to accept th. ber 31, 2025{/%%%‘[ unequivocally set. (Id.)

and

voltage support

BCP provides that a complete replacement 1%%<1n
rlin Trend loa

t

Plan for the 2015 Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards. (/d.) BCP explains that this

final rule requires NOx emissions reductions from power plants and industrial resources that

pollute across state lines, including Nevada. (/d.) BCP also provides that EPA adopted several
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changes to the final rule to address reliability concerns. (/d. at 12.) BCP offers that the final rule
provides greater compliance flexibility for power plants by deferring backstop emission rate

requirements for plants with generating capacity greater than 100 MW that currently do not have

state-of-the-art controls, such as selective catalytic reduction controls, until no later than 2030.

ensures that no unit incurs a penalty under the backstop e

because of limited unavoidable emission

appears that the Valmy coal plant may have @ﬁemb‘

port associated with Valmy expected to be inclusive of

P explains

am .
ng with a 200 MVAR STATCOM facility of equal voltage support,

shown in Figure EA-4 of the Joint Application. (/d. at 13.) BCP states that NV Energy provides
that the Valmy BESS employ a conservative 30 percent ITC. (/d.) However, BCP states that
upon review of the PWRR values, the Joint Application is based on the capital expense recovery

work sheets with a 40 percent ITC. (/d.)
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91.  BCP provides that Figure EA-19 of the Joint Application reveals that the Valmy
BESS would be notably more carbon intensive between 2025 through 2033 as modeled. (/d. at
15-16.) BCP explains that this is likely due to the energy loss associated with the inefficiency of
charging and discharging the BESS facility with fossil fuels and/or purchased power generated

by fossil fuels as modeled. (/d. at 16.) BCP points out that similar results are represented in

9 and NERA-10. (7d.)

Staff’s Position

ur new geothermal

facilities;

L

iii. Atepmb i January 2025 @d piring on December 31, 2053;

’ /a{ NV Energy did not take into consideration potential delays,

shortfalls or cancellations in its RPS forecast, which was unexpected due to the fact that NV
Energy has publicly stated that several PPAs will not meet the contracted commercial operation
date, including the already-approved Iron Point and Hot Pot projects. (/d. at 5-6.) Given the

stated delays, Staff avers that NV Energy should have included the delays should have been
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modeled in the RPS forecasts. (/d. at 6.) As a result, Staff requested NV Energy run additional
compliance forecasts, one with the proposed geothermal PPA’s not approved and one with the
proposed PPAs approved, which NV Energy did. (/d.) As a result of the studies incorporating

the noted delays and cancellations, Staff concludes that the approval of the proposed geothermal

% "’}denial of the proposed

P
21 miles of the existing Eagle-East Tracy 120 kilovolt (“kV”)

nated cost of $474 million, including transmission upgrades.

g
S

Staff further rec nds that the Commission order NV Energy file a life

regarding meeting Siefra’s capacity and energy needs. (/d.) Staff asserts that this could be
accomplished through a potential upcoming amendment to include a full range of alternatives.
(Tr. at 806.) Staff notes that it supported the Silverhawk combustion turbines as “insurance

policies” for summer peak capacity concerns, but that Staff cannot support the proposed “half-a-
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billion dollar” Valmy BESS without a comprehensive, carefully thought-out plan to address
capacity issues over the next 5-10 years. (Ex. 313 at 4.) Staff further suggests that the Joint
Application is “essentially throwing out the Preferred Plan [from the previously approved IRP]

and replacing it with a new plan” and proposing a project that was not proposed in the 2021 Joint

enforceable mandatory closure date of December 2028 fo Valmy coal plant units. (Ex. 313

for the Valmy coal plant and that NV Energ for any ensuring reliability
issues. (Id.) In short, Staff a ¢ 1s a need for capacity replacement near the
%/nt, but believes that th /%E “““ S is a “quick, reactionary decision due to

: %/1 Hot Pot proj : en removed from NV Energy’s Preferred Plan because of

Commission approved in the 2021 IRP [600 MWs of new solar resources and 480 MWs of new
battery storage] and what NV Energy” proposed here — a 200 MW stand-alone BESS. (/d. at 8.)
Staff states that the BESS is an insufficient replacement for the existing the Valmy coal plant in

terms of reliability, NV Energy’s operating experience, and energy. (/d. at 9.) Staff further states
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that the proposed BESS would be 188 MWs short of the current capacity of the Valmy coal
plant, i.e. the Valmy coal plant can produce 388 MWs of power and the BESS could deliver 200
MWs (where 388 minus 200 equals 188.) (/d. at 17.) Staff also states that the Joint Application
does not have adequate information to approve the Valmy BESS, specifically because of the

issues surrounding Iron Point and Hot Pot projects. (Tr. at 763-64.
g proj ( ) //////

99. Staff further states that the Joint Application does not have enough justification or

analysis as to why Iron Point and Hot Pot could not continue urces, even if they
cost more or take longer to bring online. (Ex. 313 at 9 may be other
projects that could replace the Valmy coal plant,- |

2 / ¢
Commission, such as a new natural gas power plant at Va d. at 11.) Staff also notes that

7
////

immediate need for the proposed BESS beca/%/se the could provide energy and voltage

how the Nevada GQ% e project rr the n %9 for the reliability benefits that the proposed

Staff recommends the Com ission also deny the proposed transmission upgrades. (/d.)
101.  Staff recommends that the Commission approve NV Energy’s proposed unit
retirement dates with the exception of the Chuck Lenzie, Silverhawk, Higgins, and Clark units.

(Id. at 28.) Staff recommends that the Chuck Lenzie retirement date be extended an additional 3

years beyond what NV Energy proposed, to 2049, and that the Silverhawk and Higgins units
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have their retirement dates extended by 5 years, each, as well. (/d. at 29.) Staff states that these
units should continue to run through 2049 for a variety of reasons, including:
i.  The Legislature set the start of 2050 as the year Nevada should achieve net-zero
carbon;

ii.  The Higgins unit is within Las Vegas and does not rely on the existing 500 kV

import ener@% and are quick-start, fast-ramping units that

4

‘ate cases, so extending the life of these units will provide ratepayers

with rate relief in the 2049 and 2050 rate cycles. (/d. at 31.)

103.  Staff recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s request to install
capacitor banks at the Humboldt and Maggie Creek substations for static voltage support in the

Carlin Trend load pocket. (/d. at 20.) Staff states that with the pending retirement of the Valmy
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coal plant and the Iron Point and Hot Pot projects, and the operational characteristics of the
proposed BESS, NV Energy proposed adding capacitors at the Humboldt Substation and Maggie

Creek bus. (/d.) Staff notes that because the the Valmy coal plant is still operational, the

capacitors are just another “piecemeal” solution to the bigger issue of the Valmy coal plant

104.  Staff recommends the Commissiofi

L
Department of Environmental Protection (“NDEP”) to determ

// s
cle na
‘ / )
dcontinue

ommissio///b IRP process and denied the Commission the opportunity to

he %/ /

weigh in on whether or »tit would make more sense to upgrade an existing unit, rather than
retire it. (/d.) Staff nhat NV Energy did not reevaluate the Tracy units at the “10-year-to-go
mark” in its LSAP, per the requirements of NAC 704.9355 and NV Energy’s own LSAP process,

and instead just used the 35 year “sticker life” without any additional analysis, even though the

units could operate for up to 20 more years. (/d. at 23, 25.) Staff also provides that NV Energy
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indicated through the discovery process that the necessary upgrades to continue running the
Tracy units would cost between $8 million and $20 million. (/d. at 24.) Staff states that the
estimated cost of upgrades to continue running the 100 MW units is substantially cheaper than

the cost of fully replacing those units, even though NV Energy failed to provide a PWRR on the

estimates. (/d.) Staff also provides that, while the interaction between the timing of the SIP

3

represented through its engineering reports that the Tracy uni%%ould ‘raded by 2028. (/d.

to work with NDEP in amending the SIP to allow upgréd s to h
it chose not to upgrade the Tracy

V Energy has met the regulatory

f
Commissic

units without Commission input. (/d.)

processes in the resource plan models including the

zeholders have on comparing alternative plans;

iii.  Manual adjustments to the PLEXOS model. (/d.)
106. Regarding placeholder use in NV Energy’s planning process, Staff recommends
the Commission require NV Energy review and document placeholder use in comparable

resource planning plans at other utilities and in academic and policy literature, bring the findings



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 56

to Staff, and then implement any relevant findings in future IRP filings. (/d. at 13.) Staff
proposes a review of how placeholders operate in the IRP process because placeholders
confound the effects of potential resource additions, impose uncertainty on the robustness of NV

Energy’s analyses, and negatively impact comparisons between plans. (/d. at 10-11; also see Ex.

4
most robust analysis of alternative plans and that more analysis of't )Y

//

proposed projects would result in more meaningful comparis‘%ﬁ betw
7

12.)

107.  Staff recommends the Commissiot%% //c N

configuration of all power generation facilities in PLEX

battery facilities. (/d. at 13.) Staff states d battery facilities are

rements to optimize size, ratio

4
4

ade to the PLEXOS model. (Id. at 16.) Staff avers that NV Energy
makes various manual ‘changes to the PLEXOS model to meet “reliability and RPS obligations,”
including adjustments regarding the PRM, RPS compliance, keeping resource availability for
each utility below its respective load plus PRM, and locating new resources to match load

distribution. (/d. at 16.) Staff states that, when queried, NV Energy provided no academic or
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policy literature, industry practice, or numerical techniques for making such adjustments. (/d. at
16-17.) Staff suggests that by doing a comprehensive review of academic or policy literature,
industry practice, or numerical techniques for making such adjustments, NV Energy could
enhance its simulations and allow for more meaningful comparisons between alternatives. (/d. at

18.)

O //ary materials. (/d. at
that certain fi é%uld not be

_large amount of‘g !

0
proprietary nature of the information. (/d. at 18-19.) Staft

suggests that NV Energy should

BESS is in line with similar recently received RFP proposals. (/d.)

111.  Inresponse to Staff’s opposition to the Valmy BESS, NV Energy argues that it is

important the Commission approve the Valmy BESS at this time. (/d. at 8.) NV Energy explains
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that this project has a summer 2025 COD pending Commission approval in this filing, which
supports long lead-time procurement, with known BESS costs and delivery, and interconnection
agreements in progress that support the COD. (/d.) NV Energy warns that delay of approval

would suspend development activities, which would negatively impact the project schedule and

forward in a future amendment, the Valmy BESS COD would be pushed ouE approximately one

/ “““““““ \ //
year to mid-2026, the BESS and other suppliers would not ho étheu p%/ iction queue positions,

gy states it is imp

comprehensive plan be implemented for Valmy, buildin, takes time and

without action does not resolve rapidly approaching resource

p

Y

by the end of 2025, NV Energy will have gaified significant BESS operational experience. (/d.)

// “““““

_

NV Energy states that it will be able to leve @e the ce gaiped from operating Chukar

=3
(€]
=
ug
<
&

decision making until the

\/,

4

AP is reformed. (Ex. 127 at 2.) NV Energy counters that the

Commission has succéssfully relied upon the LSAP since its adoption in 2009. (Id.) NV Energy
offers the LSAP is a detailed economic analysis that examines the remaining economic useful
life of a generating unit and the costs of continued operation versus the economic benefit derived

from using the unit in its needed mode of operation. (/d. at 3.) NV Energy states that economic
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analysis provided in the LSAP is the same production cost analysis for market alternatives, using
PROMOD or Plexos, that is used in all of NV Energy’s resource planning modeling. (/d.)

113. NV Energy clarifies that when a generating unit’s life is identified in the LSAP,
that unit’s life does not remain permanent or static. (/d. at 4.) NV Energy explains that within
the LSAP is a required reassessment methodology. (/d.) NV Energy states that the reassessment

criteria requires that all units are examined at least annually in th; /get planning process and,

4
3
F

for Tracy units 4 and 5,

Energy agrees Withé/ 1’s recom

115. NV Energy disagrees with Staff’s recommendation regarding the retirement dates
for the Clark Peaking units, Lenzie combined cycle blocks 1 and 2, Harry Allen combined cycle,
and the Silverhawk combined cycle should be changed to 2049. (/d. at 10.) First, NV Energy

states that the LSAP should be used for retirement dates and continuing the life beyond that
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examined in the LSAP runs the risk of failing to identify impacts beyond those addressed in the
analysis. (/d.) Second, NV Energy explains that planning to retire such a large amount of
generation all in one year may be problematic since all of the generating capacity would need to

be replaced at once instead of through a more phased approach over a number of years. (/d.)

a method for systematic replacement of components, and the
ps

theoretically be continually extended. (/d.) //

116. NV Energy rejects Intervenor recet ]

€ bre, opel / n of the units could

rather than an LSAP to determine unit retirement dates. (

D

peak periods, but the transition should not be impactful. (/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

Amended Supply Plan — Continued Operation of Existing Generation Units
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118. The Commission modifies the plan regarding NV Energy’s request to amend the
Supply Plan to accommodate the continued operation of existing generation units. NV Energy
utilized the LSAP to evaluate and determine the economic useful lives of the generating units.

These generating units have a demonstrated history of providing reliable service at a reasonable

cost and will remain a useful tool for consideration in future IRPs as NV Energy continues to

provide reliable service while making the necessary investments hieve {he environmental
goals established in NRS 445B.380. The Commission agrees wi ‘ %‘[ it is important that
NV Energy’s analysis in future IRPs not limit consid S / to achieve the

environmental goals at a reasonable cost.

119. NV Energy had requested the following re

a. Clark Generating %// !

b. Clark Generating Statio

.

. . : // Tits 7, 8, nd 9 through 2043;

o
¢

fation units 3 and 4 though 2046;

c
// . ///

2

“Las Vegas Generating Station through 2049;

.

k. Sun Peak Generating Station through 2041;

1. Clark Mountain units through 2044.
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120. The Commission modifies NV Energy’s request to approve the following
retirement dates:
a. Clark Generating Station Unit 4 through 2035;

b. Clark Generating Station Units 5, 6, and 10 through 2044;

c.
d.

€.

f.

. % roqu//%@’
h. Silverhawk Generating Station through 2049;

. . 2 > ./ ’/////
Las Vegas Generating%% h // ; /
) v ‘ /

121, NVE

1d the PWRR analysis indicates that continued operation of

//46 retirement dates proposed by Staff. At a time when

the energy

[

7

.
Il cost-effecti //////%/ |
all cost-eftective op %/ﬁ

eds of customers is more complex, the Commission believes that

i . .
ich also allow NV Energy to meet state environmental requirements

should be modeled and considered.
Eavor Geothermal PPA and Ormat Geothermal Portfolio
122, The Commission accepts NV Energy’s amendment of the Supply Plan to allow

Sierra to enter into PPAs for a portfolio of geothermal projects with a combined nameplate rating
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of 120 MW (net). In addition, the Commission accepts NV Energy’s amendment of the
Transmission Plan to expend approximately $33.5 million to construct the transmission
infrastructure needed to support the interconnection of the geothermal projects. These

geothermal projects will assist Sierra in retiring the Valmy coal plant by providing non-

renewable resources, and these PPAs are a reasonable r¢ ¢ to fill the ident

Valmy BESS

123, The Commission rejects NV Energy’s request for approval of $466 million to
acquire the Valmy BESS. NV Energy stated ¢ <SS cannot provide sufficient
capacity and voltage support to replace the current res he retirement of the Valmy

=
were suffic

c@/n/// provide capacity and voltage support in

125.  Inthis? ”“ocket, NV Energy requested approval of the Valmy BESS to address the
same capacity and voltage support need for which the Hot Pot and Iron Point projects had been

approved in the 2021 Joint IRP. NV Energy removed Hot Pot and Iron Point from the loads and

resources table and stated that Hot Pot and Iron Point could no longer be expected to fulfill the
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needs of the system for which it was approved in Docket No. 21-06001. However, the
Commission was unable to evaluate that statement as NV Energy provided limited evidence
regarding the status of Hot Pot and Iron Point, and NV Energy made no request for relief in this
docket regarding the status of Hot Pot and Iron Point.

126. NV Energy also indicated that it would file a fifth amendm

%/tage support issues

and Iron Point, and a request for a complete solution to the cé%//éféity
the'Commission 'w

comprehensive resource plan that will ensure ¢

restrictions, 1?1////// uired for syste

_

IRP, the following related to the retirement of the Valmy coal plant:

128.

i. A complete solution for the retirement of the Valmy coal plant;
ii.  Comprehensive analysis and comparisons of the financial and economic impacts

of each potential solution; and,
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iii.  Updated information on the federal and state limitations on continued operations
of the Valmy coal plant and associated costs.
129.  Several parties raised questions about the status of the Hot Pot and Iron Point

projects that NV Energy was not able to answer. It is critical that this Commission review NV

s td%t}he projects” status.
G

, including adequ

the Commission to review whether continuing with %r ot ar% on

, , . ¥ 4 : ’
the retirement of the Valmy coal plant, is the most cost-¢ f% }/e and reasonable resource

an update on the status of the Hot Pot and Iron Point} g

\

.

decision.

/./ y
Amended Transmission Plan — Static Volta @%upp ! in Trend Load Pocket

130. 11881 1 to amend the Transmission Plan for

t the Humb

$13 million to install” t and Maggie Creek substations for static

w

voltage suppo o

"

transmission infrastructure to support interconnection of the Valmy BESS due to the
Commission’s rejection of the Valmy BESS. The transmission interconnection is not necessary

without the construction of the Valmy BESS.
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B. Base Fuel and Purchased Power Price Forecast

NV Energy’s Position

132. NV Energy requests approval of the Joint Application base long-term fuel and

purchased power price forecasts provided in Technical Appendix FPP-1 as presenting the most

these factors have led to reduced market liquidity, i
i
f

that these o

=

provides that th/%/

the Western Interconﬁection, and identified both availability and deliverability concerns related
to regional reliance on imports. (/d.) As stated in the First Amendment, NV Energy points out
that many fossil and other baseload power plant retirements have recently occurred. (Id.) NV

Energy provides that approximately 23 gigawatts (“GW”) of resources retired in the Western
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Interconnection over the past decade with approximately 18 GW of those retirements being coal
or natural gas resources. (/d.) NV Energy states that the WECC reports indicate the planned
retirement of an additional 26 GW of mostly coal and natural gas resources by 2032. (Id.) NV
Energy also points to a June 2021 California Public Utilities Commission order in Docket No.

R.20-05-003 which required procurement of 11,500 MW of specifically non-fossil resources by

discussed by CAISO. (/d.)

1, 4
134. NV Energy argues that CAISO rule chang‘/%//‘//; increase market risk going

et concerns continue to be compounded by

| export schedules to
% %/

o

é/fs in Nevada. (/d.) NV Energy points out FERC issued an order

extending the wheel-through policies approved for the summer of 2021 through May of 2024 and
directed CAISO to report on progress towards a long-term approach. (/d.) NV Energy highlights
that CAISO issued its straw proposal on July 29, 2022, with a final proposal expected to be ready

around February 2023. (Id.) Accordingly, NV Energy offers that there is significant uncertainty
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as to what wheel-through rules will be adopted and, most significantly, what will be the amount
of transmission capacity CAISO will claim on behalf of its native load. (/d.) NV Energy
explains that both of these items add significant risk to the market as a whole as the liquidity in
the real-time hourly power market has been reduced significantly as more entities have joined the

energy imbalance market. (/d.)

135. NV Energy also provides that supply curtailment increased risk for NV

Energy. (Id.) NV Energy states that it has experienced maj 01%@3/; artailment events that have

s that this scenari in led to NV E teri
a 18 SCedrio once again 1€d 1o nergy entering an

v %gues that adding in-system generating resources, specifically

resources that are available after solar resources drop off in the evening hours, will reduce NV
Energy’s open position and thus its reliance on market capacity purchases. (/d.) NV Energy
explains that this will help mitigate uncertainty surrounding climate change, wildfires, western

resource retirements, and the impact of CAISO rule changes. (/d.) NV Energy states that, as
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seen in recent summers, events in the West resulted in significant supply curtailments for NV
Energy. (Id.) NV Energy points out that in-system generating resources would not be subject to
curtailment and could continue providing energy to Nevada customers even when issues such as
regional heat waves and wildfires occur. (/d.)

ddress resource

137. NV Energy provides that it is taking additional actions t //

£
.

W

138. NV Energy clarifies that c%g// ?

gher observed market

o
1,

ovides that the coal market has experienced a significant

based on input from® /é/r/gy’s consultant, NERA. (Ex. 120 at 8.) NV Energy states that
NERA concluded that’ it is no longer appropriate to model a cap-and-trade program at least for
the federal policy that is likely to be in place in the near and medium terms. (/d.) Instead, for the
Joint Application, NV Energy states NERA considers it appropriate to assume that federal

climate policy affecting fossil fuel prices will be based on the IRA and to evaluate the resulting
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effects on fossil fuel prices. (/d.) NV Energy explains that NERA developed assessments of
price impacts to natural gas and coal fuels resulting from changes in demand for these fuels due
to the IRA provisions based upon this existing modeling information. (/d.) NV Energy states

that the effects of Mid and High carbon price adjustors on fossil fuels are stated as annual

percentage adjustments to wholesale fossil fuel prices. (/d.)

- price forecast represents

P

140. NV Energy provides that WoodMac’s regional p

o

generatio

explains that the CONE is an

operating a new gener / ' //zfﬁcility (i.e., exclusive of variable costs such as fuel and emissions).

(/d.)) NV Energy provides that the CONE was used to compute a long-term capacity price
forecast. (Id.) NV Energy states annual capacity prices (in dollars per kilowatt-year) were
calculated as the difference between the CONE and the net energy margins reflected in the

wholesale power price forecast (i.e., spark spreads). (/d.)
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142. NV Energy provides that it has followed the F&PP price forecast provision from
Docket No. 22-03024 pertaining to the use of high and base price F&PP forecasts. (/d. at 10.)
NV Energy states that, since the high price F&PP forecast filed in the First Amendment is lower
than the base price F&PP forecast filed in this Docket, the base price F&PP forecast was used for

production cost modeling. (/d.)

143. NV Energy states that the increased customer de

deliverability. (/d.) NV Energy offers that these concerﬁs«

1 j/ mendm

ket 22-09006, addresses updated fuel and purchase power
.

customers. (/d. at 9.) NV Energy also provides that the economic analysis includes the
assumption that the Iron Point and Hot Pot PV/BESS projects cannot be delivered on the
schedule approved in the 2021 Joint IRP. (/d.)

WRA'’s Position
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145.  WRA states that NV Energy’s response to WRA concerns regarding the
continued applicability of its PRM and ELCC studies focused almost exclusively on asserting
that its load forecast, which had been revised between the 2021 Joint IRP Load Forecast and the
Revised Load Forecast approved in Docket No. 22-09006, had not changed materially. (Ex. 602.

at 20.) WRA states that NV Energy asserted that its peak load foreca%

materially. (/d.)) WRA states that NV Energy’s assertiog

factually incorrect because WRA states that NV E// ‘

r3
. 4

occurring at hour 4768, July Hour 16 [day not listed appears to be the peak hour across
the system for 2023. (/ 's 3.8 percent growth is consistent with the data

table provided in thy | d . states that, because NV Energy’s
reliability rquir is s Yo lier of its gross peak load, this result means that

urces equivalent to an additional 4.4 percent of its July

W

information that would bear on the applicability of NV Energy’s outdated reliability studies. (/d.
at 22.) For context, WRA explains that NV Energy’s reliability accounting framework is an

annual structure which requires it procure resources solely as a function of its gross peak load,
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which occurs in July; yet the resources it procures must assure reliability across the full modeling
horizon in all hours and all months of the year. (/d) WRA offers that, despite having a lower
gross peak, September has emerged as a significant period of reliability concern, driven by a
growing risk of extreme weather, earlier sunsets, reduced hydroelectric availability, and wildfire
risk. (/d.) As such, WRA provides that a robust analysis, such as that performed for the PRM

condensing a textured summer

!

study, will surface the reliability events across all at-risk months,

r ///asser‘ts that the PRM

magnitude is

4 U;
correct, NV Energy’s load forecast results in substantial c% to the texture underlying the

CMN’s Position
147. CMN states that it is reasonable for NV Energy to rely on market purchases to
serve some portion of its load because all proposed Plans rely on the market for some amount of

load, the reliance is reasonable given each utility’s peak load, and the South CT and Base Case
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both has a lower PWRR than the Preferred or Alternate Plans. (Ex. 800 at 34-35.) CMN
concludes that reliance on market purchases is more cost-effective than acquiring the Valmy
BESS or entering in the geothermal PPAs. (/d. at 35.)

BCP’s Position

148.  BCP has no objection to NV Energy’s request for the ap //oval of the 2021 Joint

at the PWRR may be

Y

slightly understated because NV Energy is r@%f

NV Energy’s Rebut Y

/////

iow'that NV Energy may rely on market purchases

at 2.) NV Energy explains that relying on market purchases

N

s of Nevada. (Id.) NV Energy further provides that

. 7. / ..
isa 4/% roposition for t
market purcha“// at may b %elivered during critical hours is exactly the reason resource

L

adequacy issues arose /éln the summer of 2020. (/d.)

151. NVEn :rgy also rejects WRA’s position that identifying bilateral trades is a core
goal of the WRAP program and new trade opportunities will be available due to the WRAP. (/d.
at 4.) NV Energy argues WRA incorrectly labels the WRAP as a marketplace designed to

identify trading partners. (/d.) NV Energy explains that the core goal of the WRAP is in fact to
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provide a standardized regional resource adequacy program to support reliability efforts in the
West. (Id.) NV Energy elaborates that WRAP members do not have visibility into other
participants’ long-term portfolios, which are supplied confidentially to the WRAP program
administrator, and the bilateral trades referenced by WRA will only be executed on a short-term

(day-ahead) basis within the WRAP program. (/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings
153. The Commission accepts 1 fuel and purchased

power price forecasts included in Technical %)pe | . “nergy’s price forecasts were

w

7

including three diff arios. These forecasts used ble methodologies and
1nclu lng ree di 1108 €Se ?%//e STS used reasonaple metno OOgleS an

“to'base the resource planning decisions set forth

%an — Hilltop Substation PST

approximately $21.2 million to replace the Bordertown Substation’s PST with a new PST at the
Hilltop Substation. (Ex. 100 at 19.)
155. NV Energy states that the Bordertown 345 kV Substation PST will need to be

replaced with a new 345 kV PST at Hilltop Substation. (Ex. 107 at 7.) NV Energy explains that
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the current location of the PST at Bordertown Substation has the potential to restrict import
capability from Hilltop Substation by 100 MW when the Fish Springs solar facility’s generation
is at the maximum output of 100 MW. (/d.) NV Energy states that this restriction is mitigated by
the Hilltop Substation PST project. (/d.) NV Energy provides that the Bordertown Substation

PST limits power flow on the Hilltop-Fort Sage-Bordertown 345 kV li

t0 300 MVA. (Id.) NV

I”)‘that would require

the Hilltop Substation PST as mitigation, totaling 1,365 MW%

/O b

‘i%’eneraﬁon. (ld) NV

$21.2 million

156. NV Energy states that it is seeing /ﬁ//// ,

requests require service within a few yea r, the necessa // ansmission system
upgrades can take 5 to 10 years, or more, t ct. (% ) NV Energy elaborates

//// y

that to have the required tra i savai n they are needed to accommodate

.

 load additions

these generator intere ég// is necessary to begin permitting and right

of way acquisition well

e requested

) "

J ission:
. U

1dentified in multiple studies and deemed most beneficial to the

jects have been selected for approval of the initial
transmission syste ¢ "‘///and are consistent with area master plans for native load growth.
(Id at 7-8.) NV Energy provides that these transmission projects will require multiple years to
secure the necessary line routing studies, substations sites, permitting and land rights ahead of
the in-service dates. (/d. at 8.) When more surety is attained regarding the specific generation

and loads, NV Energy states that the projects will be submitted in an IRP filing for approval of
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the balance of estimated project expenditures. (/d.) With this partial approval approach, NV
Energy states that the projects can be built in a timely manner on an as needed basis to better
serve customers’ schedules. (/d.) NV Energy argues that this approach also minimizes the
financial exposure for customers while allowing projects that are critical to Nevada’s economic

development goals to be developed in a timely manner. (/d.)

157. NV Energy states that construction of the Comstock

Master Plan in that docket, the need for this newéfl/‘/{ ///% s

Docket No. 19-05003. (/d. at 8.) NV Energy explain/s

), .

this level by 2024. (Id) NV

ber of 2024, (Id.)) NV Energy

o 4

C

Energy states that the current planned in-se ic

explains that the Comstoc eadows — West Ti

the Greenlink West/( - ted. (/d. at 8-9.) N
y {/ lines when, as part of Greenlink West

4

Meadows 345 kV line is completed. (/d. at 9.) At that

/

new generation to the TRIC and Reno load pockets. (/d.)
Nevada Worker’s Position
158. Nevada Workers supports the Hilltop 345 kV PST. (Ex. 1600 at 6.)

Staff’s Position



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 78

159.  Staff also alleges that the Bordertown PST to Hilltop PST replacement project is
part of the “piecemeal” approach to planning because NV Energy is requesting the $22 million
upgrade to interconnect the Fish Springs solar facility after the Fish Springs PPA was approved.
(Ex. 306 at 3.) Staff states that the $22 million appears to be directly caused by approval of the

Fish Springs Project. (/d.)

t of the 345 kV PST at

160.  Staff recommends the Commission approve the replacemen

remaining cost of the Bordertown PST be removed from

future use because NV Energy has no ne / 7o)

. 4

need foronti ase shifting’ ’”"/iliﬁes. (Ex. 306 at 2.)

K

findin

Substation. The new PST can partially alleviate any restriction on import capacity caused by the
current facilities, thereby contributing to the reliability of the system. The new PST is a

reasonable investment for the increased reliability



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 79

162. The Commission further accepts Staff’s recommendation that NV Energy remove
any remaining costs from rate base associated with the current PST at Bordertown Substation
and place those costs into Account 105, Plant Held for Future Use. No evidence was provided
that both the PST at Bordertown and the PST at Hilltop are necessary to achieve reliable service.

Accordingly, the Bordertown PST should no longer be in rate base since i

is not necessary for

reliable service.

D. Transmission Project Expenditures

NV Energy’s Position L
gy //////////////
163 o make the
followi dit to begin initial ph. int siting studies, envi tal
ollowing expenditures to begin initia p%///s //n siting studies, environmenta
studies, permitting, right of way purchaseé listed transmission
projects:

rdner to Harry Allen #3 230 kV Line;

viii.  Expend $34.8 million for Fort Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV line. (Ex. 100 at

19.)
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164. NV Energy explains that, while it is impossible to predict which generation
interconnections and loads will materialize, the above transmission projects were prudently
selected for approval of the initial phases because they have been identified in multiple studies
and deemed most beneficial to the transmission system overall and are consistent with area

t these transmission

-

ng studies, substations sites,

in pre-construction efforts,

expenditures. (/d.) NV Energy states that, with approvai o

specific projects can be maintained as an

L

2
better serve customers’ schedules. (/d.) //////

165. e €C gy should be required to work with regional

Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line as a
"
%%/ end $34.80 million sought by NV Energy to permit and

2

N ends that NV Energy should be required to perform IRP model

simulations that exam impacts of the proposed Fort Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV

transmission line and include those simulations as sensitivities in a refiled fourth amendment.
({d.)
167.  Google states that NV Energy did not consider the potential impacts of the Fort

Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line in its IRP modeling as NV Energy
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represented that there is insufficient information to include an economic analysis of the Fort
Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV line in its filing. (/d.) Google maintains that the Fort
Churchill — Captain Jack transmission line has the potential to dramatically alter power flows in

the West. (/d. at 13.) Google states that participation of regional stakeholders at the conceptual

stage could improve the design and substantially increase the value of) e project. (Id.) Thus,

%,

Google argues that collaboration now is critical to achieving the// if; nate goal of an integrated

Allen #3 230 kV line, and the Fernley Area @as‘[er 1 {evada Workers provides that

//é//\l evada Workers provides that the Hilltop

ificant increase in new load due to significant commercial

%

for thi‘s‘ ea. (Id.) Nevada Workers also provide that action on the

p 4

&
: ot will help meet energy demand. (/d.)

orkers supports the Brooks 230/138 kV Substation and the Nevada
Solar One Area 230 kV projects because these projects will support NV Energy efforts to
continue to build-out its renewable energy and meet Nevada clean energy goals. (/d. at 7.)

Nevada Workers provides that the Brooks project in particular will ensure there is adequate
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energy supply for future load growth in the northern Las Vegas valley, which continues to see
population increases. (/d.) Additionally, Nevada Workers state that the Nevada Solar One
project is necessary because of demand for interconnection in the area south of Las Vegas, near

Boulder City. (/d.) Nevada Workers points out that these types of projects take careful planning.

(/d.) 5

I,

170.  Nevada Workers supports the Apex Area Master Plan proposed by NV Energy.

(I/d.) Nevada Workers explains that the northern area of the L: Vega s Vall
" .

Park will allow for full development of the remaining property (]d.)‘ Nevada Workers state that,

n planning and constructing

for the expected added load of 2,000

needed infrastructure. (/d.)

171. Nevada Wor opt Fort Churchill — Captain Jack 525
kV transmission ling’becar rategic prlor@ to.make certain there is sufficient

connection betyeg and the Northwest.toénable the State to meet it clean energy goals

lon project will ‘ sfate to participate in a regional power organization that
/%/)rq ec |

was directed b //

. :
cost of $34.8 mllho%/%/ e worth it because this project will provide long term energy and

resource adequacy, as‘well as opportunity for sale of excess renewable energy to help California,
Oregon and Washington meet their clean energy goals. (/d.)

CMN’s Position
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172.  CMN recommends that the Commission deny all expenditures associated with the
eight new transmission projects because the majority of the funds would not be expended until
after the conclusion of the Joint 2021 IRP action plan, the funds are associated with projects that
have not been reviewed for prudency, the proposed purpose to interconnect large generators in

unjustified, and NV Energy did not provide adequate analyses to support the projects. (Ex. 800 at

Yy

9-13.) CMN states that NV Energy will not expend the majority of the $55,120,000 on the eight
4

transmission projects until after the current action plan has expir % of the Fort
y

construction expenditures cannot be approve@/ (]d.f
.

{_/&4//nnections, generally large

projects are proposed tc?/})

. y
generators are 11ab15g%/

cost al 1 on projects between its two service territories. (Id. at 13; Tr. at

bC @
477y //// %

Churchill — Capta ’Z//S kV transmission line was estimated at $1.1 billion, which,

according to CMN’s
increases. (/d. at 14.) CMN also notes that the Fort Churchill — Captain Jack 525 kV

transmission line had no economic analysis performed on it, it was previously rejected as a
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viable option by NV Energy in Docket 20-07023*, and was not analyzed in interregional
planning. (/d. at 14-16.)
BCP’s Position

174.  BCP does not object to NV Energy’s proposal for the transmission infrastructure

5 million. (Ex. 400 at 4.)

7
. %
i K
2
Y

o
begin initial phases, including constraint

ermitting, right of way and land purchases for a Amargosa
y ﬁ/{V line. (/d.) BCP provides that the Commission

gy all development cost items be securitized by the large generator

"
\‘ /// /,"

interconnection agre: a condition when such a project is brought back in an IRP for
approval. (/d.) BCP states that the demand for the Amargosa Valley - Bighorn - El Dorado
Valley 525 kV line is predominantly from entities outside Nevada to allow for 1,000 to 2,500

MW development of renewables. (/d.) BCP further provides that NV Energy’s Joint Application

4 Joint Application of Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV
Energy for approval of the fourth amendment to its 2018 Joint Integrated Resource Plan to update and modify the
renewable portion of the Supply-Side Action Plan and the Transmission Action Plan.



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 85

does not provide an estimated cost for the project and does not provide detail on certain
renewable projects for which the line is intended deliver power to other states. (/d. at 20.)

176.  BCP argues that ratepayers should not be subject to take on the risk of NV
Energy’s request for $9.4 million in development costs, including land purchases and right-of-

way easements. (/d. at 20.)

177. BCP opposes NV Energy’s request to begin initial pl ases, including constraint

.

siting studies, environmental studies, permitting, right-of—waﬁ//%;nd lan% ’%”////hases for a Fort
dillon (Id) BCP st it

. Y

Churchill - Captain Jack 525 kV line estimated at $34

opment aé{%"//ties for the a Fort €

Captain Jack 525 kV line has not been sufficiently suppdr‘f NV Energy. (I/d. at 21.) BCP

int Application for the

é //. """"
the Tine. (d)

"’élumes of infcﬁ@?' on and data including proposed
. d %X%reenlink Nevada 525 kV lines — which

' before the Commission in Docket No. 20-07023. (/d.) Given

allocations betw

Staff’s Position
178.  Staff also recommends that the Commission deny NV Energy’s request to spend
$34.8 million and $9.3 million for permitting and land acquisition associated with the Fort

Churchill - Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line and Armargosa Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado
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Valley 525 kV transmission line. (Ex. 313 at 31, 36.) Staff states that the Fort Churchill -
Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line should be denied because NV Energy is “only six years
away from joining” a regional transmission organization (“RTO”) and that, as a result, any new

project should be subject to regional planning activities and cost allocation. (/d. at 32.) Staff also

&
for this type of transmission. (/d.) Staff nel

price and scope for the Fort Churc 1 - Captain J. /@ 525 kV transmission line, which raised

(%
argosa Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV

_

“ . . .
when Greenlink is not yet tted, the high cost of the proposed line, and no cost-allocation
was proposed. (/d. f) Staff notes that NV Energy justified the Armargosa Valley-

Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV transmission line in its filing by stating that Greenlink West
line is already fully subscribed and the Armargosa Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV
transmission line will address that congestion; however, Staff suggests that the Armargosa

Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV transmission line be put on hold until transmission
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service and interconnection agreements are executed. (/d. at 37.) Staff admits that the
Commission should approve the Armargosa Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV
transmission line over the Fort Churchill - Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line because the

Armargosa Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 kV transmission line is fully within Nevada

i.e. intrastate and not part of RTO planning). (/d.
( P planning). (/d.) //////

180.  Staff recommends approval NV Energy’s request end its Transmission Plan

N
N

following projects:
2
i.  Reid Gardner to Harry Allen #3 230kV | I////// /

i
ii.
iii.
iv. T ? bstation ($0.77 million);
V. |

s for each of these projects will be reviewed in the next

included the Ft. Churchill—Captain Jack 525 kV transmission line in the regional planning
process yet because it is premature to do so at this time. (Ex. 130 at 2.) NV Energy reiterates

that it is requesting Commission approval for expenditures to begin only the initial phases of the
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project, including constraint siting studies, environmental studies, permitting, right of way
purchases and land acquisitions. (/d.) NV Energy clarifies that it has not requested Commission
approval to construct the project, but instead to investigate whether it is a viable project. (/d.)

183. In response to Intervenor recommendations to not approve the funding requested

,,,,, n s would allow NV
""" / . N

Energy to continue with routing and constraint studies, engineering, a

VV also p;ovides that tﬁe Amargosa
Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Valley 525 k // ission line has////

system upgrade in the System Impact Study/?

approve permitting ar %//ct t this time, then NV Energy recommends

//
‘ ‘4&3400,000 for the Amargosa Valley-

on line. (/d. at 6.)

that the Commi ion appro

4. While Staff re

Valley-Bighorn-El Dorado Va

transmission line would provide a direct interconnection to the Pacific Northwest, allowing

access to a totally new market. (/d.) Further, NV Energy provides that this will provide access to
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a geographically and resource diverse set of new renewable resources and allow the regional

exchange of resources. (/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

185. The Commission rejects NV Energy’s request without prejudice to amend its

y parties raised concerns about

lanning process. Integrated resource

planning is foc n maintainin 1 system while managing costs. Transmission

ocess, and transmission projects often have long multi-

1S an 1my %//

ensuring reliable service, NV Energy must continually

a

a need, and potentia 6r01 ects, the need and related projects can be evaluated as part of an

IRP filing.
187.  The first six projects are conceptual projects that have not been subject to
constraint and feasibility studies, and the budgets are limited. The last two projects were

introduced with budgets that were subsequently reduced in rebuttal to $400,000 each, to begin
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the initial phases. Questions for the last two projects about the benefits of the lines, the potential
buyers and sellers, and the interplay with the regional planning process, were not adequately
answered by NV Energy at the hearing. Any, or all, of these projects may ultimately be

appropriate for NV Energy to pursue to completion. However, the requests in this case are

premature given that the investigation of potential projects can and should occur prior to seeking

resource plan approval.

188. NV Energy can make the necessary expendi  to begir ///% dies and explore

egulatory risk management.

nsmission plan, which will

that this regulation ensures that any benefits or detriments of consolidation are not considered at
the utility level. (/d.) NV Energy provides that the IRA was passed into law on August 16, 2022,
and it brought several benefits to Nevada Power and Sierra. (/d. at 4.) Specifically, NV Energy

outlines that the Valmy BESS requested in this IRP amendment and the Reid Gardner BESS
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requested in the First Amendment will be eligible for significant tax credits, potentially up to 40
percent ITC. (Id.) NV Energy further provides that the projects also qualify for accelerated tax
depreciation deductions with a five-year life. (/d.) NV Energy argues that receiving a waiver of

the separate company method would allow the tax credits of the IRA to pass directly to

tax benefits when they

///%/)//?) ates that, since the
ize all 4&( benefits. (Id.)) NV

benefits are substantial, it will take several y@rs t

cet as a deferretf%%x sset and will be included in rate base. (/d.

s¢ will increase revenue requirement. (/d.)

t credits generated on Sierra’s tax return are not truly

from recognizing the receipt of the cash and use of the tax attributes at the utility level. (/d.)

192,  In NV Energy’s request for a waiver of NAC 704.6546, NV Energy proposes that

it be permitted to account for the receipt of the BHE tax cash payments and reduce the tax asset
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balances, thus monetizing the tax attributes at the utility level. (/d. at 6.) NV Energy asserts that
this would eliminate the tax credit carryforward asset balances and thus reduce rate base because
the monetization of the credit would ultimately flow from BHE to Sierra and Nevada Power for

each respective BESS. (Id.)) NV Energy explains that the receipt of the cash at the utility level

leave the tax asset balance out of the calculation of the rate b//
y k
y

193. NV Energy explains that, in order for the C

NAC 704.0097 requires three prongs for /// o

: 7 % . " P
1. € //fort de . NV Energy states this is

ation 1////%

juested. NV Energy states that the sole specific reference is

7

o rovides that the deviation from the requirement for separate entity

tax accounting is in the public interest because it lowers Sierra’s and Nevada
Power’s revenue requirements. Further, NV Energy states that the requested

deviation is not contrary to statute. (/d. at 7-8.)
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194. NV Energy explains that it will be opting out of normalization for the Valmy
BESS and Reid Gardner BESS projects. (/d. at 8.) NV Energy states that this will not change the
accounting for the projects but will allow the ITC benefits to reduce revenue requirement sooner
than under the normalization requirements. (/d.) NV Energy provides that, with normalization,

ortized as a reduction of

the ITC is recaptured onto the books of Nevada Power and Sierra and

y the net of tw(/// ceounts: account

is no adjustment to the rate base. (/d.) NV Energy explains t rmalization, the
pt

//

granted the waiver of

be zero. (Id.) Thus, NV

CMN’s Positio T
CMN recon that the Commission approve NV Energy’s proposal to not

y account to ensure that ratepayers receive the full value of the ITC plus carry.
(Ex. 800 at 22-23))
advantage of the changes in the ITC pursuant to the IRA, avoid normalization of the ITC, and

pass the value of the associated tax credits to customers on a normalized basis over the life of the

projects, rather than on a flow-through basis. (/d. at 18.) CMN states that the single-entity

accounting is required to receive the full benefits of these projects because neither Sierra nor
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Nevada Power have sufficient taxable currently to utilize the ITCs, lessening the support for
building the projects. (/d. at 19.) CMN states that Sierra and Nevada Power’s are unable to use
the ITC as a carryforward due to how NVE files its taxes as a subsidiary of BHE. (/d. at 20.)
However, CMN states that NV Energy can receive payments from BHE without the proposed

waiver, and that the waiver may prevent NV Energy from capturing ot

tax benefits unless the

-

/

basis that BHE will reimburse NV Energy for. (/d. at 21-22.)" ]
P
it of normalizz

y
196. CMN supports NV Energy’s proposal /6p

NV Energy’s Rebuttal

197 not proposing to maximize
benefits under the ITC. (EX. 125'at 3.) Specifically, provides that the accounting
proposed by NV Er ////%\ty to be established for the full amount
of the ITC/;///}%} % d group. (/d.) NV Energy explains that the

elaborates that//%//

of the ITC generated is used to reduce revenue requirement

NV Energy concludes'that this creates the same impact to customers as if the book basis of the
asset was reduced by the ITC in the year placed in service. (/d.)
198. NV Explains that it proposed a different ITC treatment for Hot Pot and Iron Point

versus the Valmy and Reid Gardner BESS projects because the Hot Pot and Iron Point projects
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used a pricing mechanism that did not include rate base. (/d. at 4.) Rather, NV Energy states it
determined a separate rate for the power from the project that would be used for the life of the
project. (Id.) In this case, NV Energy explains that the Valmy and Reid Gardner BESS projects
are included in general rates and thus in rate base. (/d.) As such, NV Energy asserts that the use

of the regulatory liability for the ITC balance as a rate base reduction i

%16 year placed in

projects. (Id.)
199. NV Energy disagrees with CMN’s ass
method of accounting, ratepayers will recognize %/ 2 b:

deferred tax liability. (/d.) NV Energy explains that a rat

f/////
Energy can opt out of normalization (/d.)

ergy provides't
// %

out of normalization, then utilities can eﬂhe/@/aduce
|

s CMN’s ass@lo that a waiver to opt out of normalization
//

| 4

Commission Discussion and Findings
201. The Commission accepts NV Energy’s request for a deviation from NAC
704.6546 pursuant to NAC 704.0097, as related to the accounting for the Reid Gardner BESS.

Granting the deviation provides ratepayers the most benefits related to the Reid Gardner BESS
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ITC calculations. The Commission also accepts NV Energy’s proposed accounting for the ITC.
The Commission contemporaneously rejects NV Energy’s request for approval of the Valmy
BESS in this Order, therefore, no deviation applicable to the Valmy BESS is necessary.

202.  NAC 704.6546 provides generally that for ratemaking purposes, any timing

differences must be normalized at the applicable current income tax rate.. The regulation also

for deviation as

«““:""//
in the publica/%f?/est and is not

i 2, ..
114 opportuni

_\//%//je regulation, the ITC annual

amortization amount would be recognize eneral rate cas

life of the asset. The unused portion of the I

//%

increase to rate base, and%/ Juced a: ITCisa

203.  The IRA allo / Energy to pas@lro gh to the customer the full value of the
ITC by opting out of norm thisdevia

125 at 3-4), doing so allows for both the

204. No parties disagreed that the waiver should be granted — even CMN, if it was
applied holistically to all applicable tax items. The proposed accounting treatment described in

testimony and at hearing was also supported by Staff. (Tr. at 665) The tax accounting is proper,
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and while there may be merit in applying the waiver to other tax items, this is not the venue to do
SO.
F. IRP Process Reforms

Google’s Position

205. Google recommends that NV Energy should be require rform model

the energy, capacity, and transmission impacts of’ (a) joining"

e first quarter

/ x. 501 at2.) Go

e ! al <et could )”so be used to consider broader IRP reforms.

n.all future | proceedings, NV Energy should be required to give Staff and

stakeholders free access

understand the assumptions that drive NV Energy’s Preferred Plan and to allow alternatives to be
modelled and proposed by stakeholders for the Commission’s consideration. (/d.) The recent
settlement to share certain confidential IRP information between NV Energy and certain parties

could offer a template for ensuring that confidential information remains secure. (/d.)
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208. Google expresses concerns that NV Energy did not consider planned participation
in regional market constructs in its IRP modeling which Google argues NV Energy should be
required to do so. (/d. at 6.) Google expands that NV Energy’s IRP modeling did not consider its
statutory requirement to join an RTO by 2030, nor did it consider any incremental activities it

will take prior to 2030 toward joining an RTO such as joining the WRAP or a day-ahead market.

ahead market in some capacity and thus joining the WRAP and a d 1ead market will have a
? '

et Google maintains that 2030 is firmly

cludes that a major potential change should be

Further, Google explains that the exclusion of RTO activities from resource planning could result
in an overestimation of needed resources. (/d.) Google outlines that prudent resource planning

must take into account efficiencies and the resources that will be available to the utility through
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regionally integrated transmission operation and wholesale electricity markets. (/d.) As such,
Google argues that the failure to do so could result in increased costs and a reduction in the
benefits of joining an RTO. (/d.)

211.  While Google points out that NV Energy claims it is still investigating its

hat regional

es

T

, 4 U,
. v '
‘ >‘ cludes that, to the

212. Energy is gathering substantial amounts of information
 Energy is g %///} ““““““““ g
through its pa//r/}/}% | ] or RIO-related activities. (/d.) Google provides

Moreover, Google provides that NV Energy can and should be doing its own modeling to assess

the benefits. (/d. at 10-11.) In sum, Google argues that NV Energy now has or should have

sufficient information to include the benefits of joining the WRAP, a day-ahead market, and an
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RTO in its IRP. (/d. at 11.) Google warns that failing to do so could bias the IRP towards
excessive resource investment in generation assets. (/d.)

213.  Google states that the Commission encourages entities to meet and discuss
potential IRP process improvements through IRP sessions led by NV Energy. (/d. at 14.)

However, Google provides that these IRP sessions, as currently structy , are not the

/d.) Google explains that if

" bropd@ process reforms to

his purpose. %f//Accordingly,

“
/ to allow for full

appropriate forum to raise and discuss IRP process improvement

the sessions, Google states that the Commj

stakeholders an% ))16 Com
p

adopting similar proceédures with the utilities under their jurisdictions. (/d. at 15-16.)
Interwest’s Position
215. Interwest recommends that the Commission create a two-phase process in the

next IRP with Commission decisions at the conclusion of each phase. (Ex. 700 at 7.) For Phase
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1, Interwest explains the Commission should approve a resource adequacy constraint, approve
modeling assumptions including policy constraints and bid evaluation parameters of an all-
source RFP, including approving scenarios to meet policy goal including utility ownership
targets or acquisitions, and approve bid portfolios to be examined in Phase 2. (/d.) Interwest

clarifies that, if utility-owned generation projects are presented in Phase 1, those should be tested

for Commission review and approval. (Id.) Further;

z

ased on the

provides that the Commission should ap
results of the all-source RFP. (/d) . T v
A . D 4 o
216. Interwest goes on to recomméi%d that the ssion should require additional
phases if updates or ame uire annual reporting updates
ahead of the next [ %d itional phases should follow a truncated

at the Commission incorporate an all-source RFP prior

Phase 1 and 2 process. / %//%%////

to re ‘ ( /) Interwest explains that, in an all-source RFP, the
formational exercise that begins a discussion on modeling parameters for bid

ses of technologies compete to provide capacity and energy to the

evaluation by whic
system. (/d.) Interwes‘/f recommends providing clear direction to the independent power producer
market on the resource need, bid evaluation, and acquisition approval process in the RFP. (/d.)

Interwest further recommends using the capacity expansion and production cost models to create

optimized resource portfolios as outlined in Phase 1. (/d.) Interwest states that the Commission
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should require NV Energy to present to the Commission a preferred portfolio. (/d.) Interwest
supports a process through which portfolios are crafted and refined with stakeholder input prior
to the IRP filing. (/d.)

218. Interwest points to an IRP best practices evaluation published by Energy

Innovation, et. al. as providing a high-level framework for IRPs. (/d. at 10.) Specifically,

7

////

Innovation, et. al. (/d.) These four objectives are listed belo

(2) Regulators should require utilities to condu?///%/

procurement process, with robust bid evaluation.

(3) Regulators should conduct ad% eview and app///s.///”

assumptions and terms.

>

L of procurement

(4) Regulators shou w procedu 8 to lat L
generation is ne tato lds with comp@% ve bidding.

.
=

tsto a publicatiéig// from the Rocky Mountain Institute (“RMI”)

competitive all-source solicitations produce robust, low-cost bids that benefit ratepayers and

manage utility risk. (/d.)
220. Interwest identifies several risks inherent to an IRP including resource adequacy,

constraints on transmission, gas pipeline capacity, and greenhouse gas emissions risk. (/d.)
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Interwest provides that IRPs can help to avoid the opposite risk of over-building supply or
creating stranded assets. (/d.) Interwest goes on to provide that IRPs can manage cost and risk to
strike a balance of utility-owned generation and PPA projects. (Id.) Interwest explains that, in
recent years, several utilities have experienced massive construction cost overruns for large

utility-owned generation projects. (/d.) Interwest offers that IRPs can r:j/uce this risk through

e RFP tl/i/  assist NV Energy
sess. (Id. at 14.) Additionally,

Commission, and market participants to understand the prox
*mplated during the resource

acquisition period, those investments should be consi .in Phase 1 so that they are made

Interwest provides that if new transmissi //

available to the market y the «./
. . : . . .
222, Intelga/ rocess, bids supply the candidate

resources to the I i ) e resource acquisition period, and generic

RFP, including proposals for both PPAs and UOG, provides direct and current market data for
the Commission to examine to fill the resource adequacy need. (/d.) Interwest states that these

factors allow for a robust and transparent Phase 2 analysis that can give regulators confidence
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that the projects selected satisfy both resource adequacy and transmission need in a cost-effective
and reliable manner with real projects. (/d.)

223. Interwest states that the benefits of reviewing modeling characteristics in a Phase
1 are that the assumptions in the base case can be tested without the pressure of generation units

advance of resource

already presented for approval. (/d.) Interwest explains that if done in
y P pp (1d.) p o

acquisition, the base case can be modified, if the Commission detefmi

d

e
.

process can"@ truncated where most modeling issues are

"

resource acquisition 4 in 2018, as a good example of a two-phase IRP. (/d.)
225. Regarding the current IRP process before the Commission, Interwest explains that
NV Energy issued three utility-scale RFPs during the pendency of the 2021 IRP — which

contains four phases and four amendments. (/d. at 26.) Interwest states that NV Energy issued a

Spring 2022 RFP, a 2022 “PURPA RFP” seeking resources from 50 — 100 MW, and a Winter
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2023 RFP. (/d.) Further, Interwest states that the Phase 1 order in this case finds that NV Energy
testified it held two additional RFPs in 2020. (/d.) Interwest points out that NV Energy stated no
projects were selected from either 2020 or 2022 RFPs. (/d.) Interwest argues none of these RFPs

were approved in any Phase or amendment order. (/d. at 27.) Interwest provides that out of the

16 RFPs and for its

discretion separ

E

y.
7

Commission’s exergise of icti he one hand, and RFPs conducted by the utility
on the other. (/d.) Interwest expl that tt fis that the process of soliciting and evaluating

new resou > prim urpose of the IRP, has limited or even zero examination in

k.
e place in parallel. (/d.) Interwest states that, while NV

the IRP, even as multiple
Energy’s subj

stark disconnect. (Id.) Interwest argues that if RFPs are not considered

r
in the IRP process except as individual projects, they may be randomly put forward during a
three-year litigation process at the utility’s sole discretion, then there is less information

exchange, less transparency into what the market can provide, and ultimately weakened decision-

making that may not be reflective of the ratepayers’ best interest. (/d.) Interwest states that,



Docket No. 22-11032 Page 106

while Phase II tackled some modeling inputs, in no phase were the modeling assumptions or
detailed results of bid evaluations ever put forward for the Commission to review. (/d. at 28.)
Interwest argues that it is a lost opportunity for these RFPs to be taking place in the shadow of
the IRP decisions rather than being guided by them. (/d.)

227.  Second, Interwest explains that RFP bidders have no certainty their bids will ever

Ps that list exact

ata sits in

_/%/nergy’s database,

process is ambigt

and uncertain from the market’s perspective. (]d.«/ //////////// “ //

228. Third, Interwest states that, for parties like e est, and more importantly the
Commission, Staff, consumer representa tl}gre has been constant
IRP litigation during the IRP period. (/d.) s that éré is no finality whether the
next IRP phase or amen rlapping at times, with later
phases undoing earl; n%}hat this makes the whole process opaque
and leaves little /;ance f(; bartics to AW w] et er ‘;he IRP as a whole produces the best results

y

Interwest provi nt power producers may have participated in several RFPs without
seeing any be concluded. /) Interwest states that NV Energy says projects from older RFPs

may be brought forward in the future. (/d.) Interwest provides that it is likely that all 2020 bids,
and likely even 2022 bids, can no longer honor their pricing from the time the bids were

submitted. (/d.) Further, Interwest states that the Commission’s diligence is hampered by not

reviewing resources via its primary risk management tool, the capacity expansion model. (/d. at
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29.) Instead, Interwest states that resources have been acquired at different times via different
applications, all within this three-year window before the process starts again. (/d.) Interwest
explains that when a project goes wrong due to the overwhelming global market forces of 2021-

2022, for example, there is little evidence to support what could have been, or what can still be

opportunities. (/d.)

230. Interwest states that NV Energy did no % model to

identify and fill the capacity need in this IRP. (Id) Tnter
L
ran its model, it did not fill the capacity need and did not

Interwest states that the Preferred Plan’s ////// ;

2023 RFPs, which means that bidders are no"/@%waré nditions created by NV

) / ket
in§ that NV En

0
7

iy.ngandbf 

Second, Interwest sé%/

7

7
7
2

rties will be able to integrate information from the RFP bids

submitted, assisting the Commission’s evaluation of the market results as against NV Energy’s
proposals, if any. (/d.) Interwest provides that the result is likely to be a more robust and

transparent review that in turn leads to ratepayer savings through competitive pressure and an

optimized portfolio. (/d.)
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232. Interwest concludes that where all-source procurements are initiated with explicit
determinations of need rather than a technology specification, set regulatory approval processes,
and transparent evaluation, the market for generation projects can provide robust responses to

all-source RFPs. (/d. at 35.) Interwest offers that the primary function of the capacity expansion

model is leveraged to evaluate multiple technologies on multiple crit? ///(]d) Interwest further

selected based on actual bids, rather than in a generic evaluaf%/ n
st

.

0 ‘;””%"/’/fective decision-making

nfidence to the generation

nsumer,

process benefitting the Commission, the co

<,

gap in its app

this omission means that NV Energy is out of step with regional utilities. (/d.) WRA further
provides that the omission also introduces significant and unnecessary reliability risk for Nevada.
(Id.) WRA states that NV Energy’s current approach relies heavily on the development of ex

ante reliability parameters—specifically PRM, ELCC, and other resource counting rules—to
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determine reliability compliance. (/d) WRA explains that this simplification, without an ex-post
review, is inconsistent with how other neighboring utilities ensure their selected portfolios are
reliable. (/d.) WRA argues that it also introduces two dynamics that erode confidence in NV

Energy’s reliability assessment. (/d.) First, WRA states that NV Energy’s current modeling may

ergy’s static

-
,
s

tions cl{;lnge. (ld) WRA

7

/Ved through ex post modeling, often referred to as “roundtrip
/ y

inal reliability check to assess the integrated operations of the

235.  WRA states that, since the static reliability analysis performed by Energy and
Environmental Economics (“E3”) on behalf of NV Energy was completed in 2020 and 2021, a
wide range of input parameters have changed, including NV Energy’s load forecast, its portfolio

mix, its expectation of available market purchases from neighboring regions, and the availability
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of its hydroelectric resources. (/d. at 13-14.) WRA points out that NV Energy’s consultant, E3,
has warned that if one or more of these factors change substantially, then the ELCC for a
resource can change and the ELCC values in this study should be revisited. (/d. at 14.)
Similarly, WRA also points to NV Energy’s PRM Study which provided that number of future

changes — which may include fundamental changes in the shape of Ny// ergy’s load, major

changes in the resource portfolio, and improved understanding c&/ /‘/’/,

extreme weather events that affect system reliability — ma e/%jitual ‘
a2

revisit its PRM requirement. (/d.) WRA concludes that clusion of an ex-post reliability

assessment within the modeling process is a best: '

%

the IRP at a level of robustness similar to a full refresh ot V Energy’s out-of-date PRM and

ELCC studies. (/d. at 14-15.) ////

236.
process to assess wheth?r/ 0, ed, operates in a manner
consistent with the gﬁ/ ec capacity ex‘@ns on model used to generate the portfolio

blis /%X ante studies. (/d. at 15.) More specifically,

ing refers to the inclusion of an ex post probabilistic

. (Id.) WRA provides that roundtrip modeling enables the utility to

update key parameters such as load forecast changes that may have arisen following the
development of static parameters developed in ELCC or PRM studies which may no longer be

applicable. (/d. at 16.)) WRA offers that the vast majority of western utilities incorporate

roundtrip modeling as an integral final step in their portfolio development processes. (/d.) While
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WRA concedes NV Energy would need to modity its current PLEXOS model to perform a
probabilistic reliability assessment, WRA argues that this step is not unreasonable or overly
burdensome for a utility of the size and resources of NV Energy. (/d.) WRA points out that NV

Energy is the only utility among the 15 largest within WECC which does not currently

odeling within its IRP

ber. (Id.) WRA explains

nges present for the peak days in

the Commission’s dirécted reliability standard of 0.1 loss of load expectation if it procures
reliability resources based solely on the change to its annual peak load occurring in July, as the
faster, decoupled growth in September under the revised load forecast is not accounted for in NV

Energy’s reliability accounting framework. (/d. at 26.) However, WRA warns that this result
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should be corroborated with a robust, probabilistic reliability analysis. (/d.) WRA notes that NV
Energy’s current software, specifically the PLEXOS suite, is fully capable of performing the
necessary reliability analysis with some setup and parameterization. (/d.)

239.  WRA provides that NV Energy currently accredits thermal and hydroelectric

resources at their full installed capacity (“ICAP”), which significantly overstates their reliability

- %

contributions relative to other methods such as unforced capacity (* CAP”)"/or ELCC. (/d.)

/ 1ncorp///// g forced outages into

are not reflected ing

ameliorated through ex post reliability m“x hat NV Energy’s current

L

tion through@ i
, | 4

competing reliability resources on equal footing. (/d.)

240. WRA éxplains that the WRAP program will require utilities to account for
thermal resources using a UCAP methodology, which provides a better estimate of how

resources can contribute to resource adequacy. (/d.) WRA offers that UCAP accounts for

historical forced outage events and relative to NV Energy’s current practice of accounting for its
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thermal fleet at its installed capacity, UCAP is a significant improvement. (/d. at 27-28.)
However, WRA states, considering NV Energy’s reliance on thermal resources for reliability,
and in recognition of the extreme conditions NV Energy’s thermal fleet may face during a severe
west-wide heat event, NV Energy should consider an enhanced assessment of its thermal fleet

risk using ELCC methods, including the risk of correlated outages driven by extreme heat and

UCAP assessment. (/d. at 28.) WRA states that the WRAP cific capacity
accreditation processes for run-of-river and storage hy uld apply to its
contracted hydro resources rather than modeling- % (d)

241.  WRA states NV Energy replaces resources ured in perfect capacity (ELCC
gy rep > p pacity (ELCC)

troducing a di % ial etween its target

nts it will face under the WRAP. (/d. at 28-29.)

of this ruling, WRA highlights three key implications for NV Energy’s resource planning efforts.
(Id.) First, WRA states that WRAP participation will bring binding resource sufficiency
requirements and penalties for non-compliance that NV Energy must plan to meet with eligible

resources. (Id.) Second, WRA states that WRAP will provide greater transparency and liquidity
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to the regional resource market, enabling NV Energy to more effectively solicit capacity
resources from across the western region. (/d. at 30.) Third, WRA states that WRAP will
establish standardized resource accreditation and reliability need determination across the region,
which should be integrated into NV Energy’s state-level resource planning. (/d.)

rd with participation in

243, WRA provides that, presuming NV Energy moves forw.

F

the WRAP, NV Energy will face binding compliance obligations for SOUTCe rocurement using

p 7 7
Y .

standardized measures across the West. (/d.) WRA states:}’}l{ ¢ NV Enc %%nd the Commission

L

will need to be more proactive and forward-looking to€ ’ N rgy h/ ‘

aficient

t resources to prov or

reliability and effective financial hedging for NV Energy mers. (/d.) To achieve this, WRA

states that NV Energy and the Commission

/Ksbor‘t utilities like NV Energy.

WRAP members will ha apacity avail: t
(Id.)) WRA argues I)/ ///2/// Energy should 1mmed{@%/el undertake efforts to leverage this

i “””’jf"‘y//%//esources as part of its WRAP compliance. (/d. at 30-31.)
ide

Responsible Entities (“LRE”) as a specific PRM applied to the peak load forecast based on the
LRE’s P50 load forecast and thus NV Energy may need to change its current 16 percent PRM to
align with the WRAP results. (/d.) WRA states that WRAP will require LREs to show

sufficiency on a monthly basis and thus NV Energy will need to transition from an annual
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resource planning framework. (/d.)) WRA states that WRAP will utilize monthly, regional ELCC
values and thus NV Energy will need to align its solar, wind, and storage resource accreditation

with WRAP monthly ELCC results. (Id.)) WRA states that WRAP will utilize a specific

methodology for determining the Qualified Capacity Contribution of hydroelectric and thermal

is constrained to retain these existing

: ///e LSAP. (/d at 33.) WRA

@%/f lio modeling exercise from identifying or

4

. (ld)) WRA explains that the net effect of NV Energy’s current

%, y

modeling approach %///%% ake portfolios with more aggressive resource build-outs look

artificially worse because of the forced retention of older generation. (Id.) WRA states that,
while this problem arises because of the modeling limitations NV Energy selected, the utility
frames this problem as the fault of the resource buildout. (/d.) WRA provides that, to the extent

NV Energy’s model identifies resources for retirement, NV Energy has the capability to perform
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multiple model runs which include and exclude resources to assess the intuition of the Capacity
Expansion model and more robustly test the portfolio using Production Cost Modeling. (/d. at
34.) However, WRA warns that locking in these resources as a baseline assumption which is not

tested in the modeling is not a best practice and risks significantly overestimating the cost of the

the low-carbon case and provide a revised portfolio for Commissio deration in its next IRP
amendment filing. (/d.)

246. WRA argues that NV Energy’s existin

Commission and stakeholders prior to maj of%souf‘" ’

.

“//‘///

decisions into"

preferred approach
into one phase of the I process, and procurement approvals, preferably stemming from
approved generic resource approvals, into a separate, subsequent phase. (/d) WRA provides a

possible three-step framework for this process. (/d.) For the first step, WRA recommends

providing generic assumptions and portfolio results for Commission and stakeholder review and
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Commission approval of a supply-side plan in the initial phase of the triennial IRP. (/d.) For the
second step, WRA recommends conducting a competitive all-source solicitation, open to both
proposed build transfer agreements and PPAs, using the approved modeling assumptions from
the IRP. (/d.) For the third and final step, WRA recommends filing preferred and alternative

portfolios with the Commission for review and approval in a second phase of the IRP, which

2

“y,

could be conducted on an expedited basis. (/d.)

BCP’s Position

L

 approval in an IR

61 to seekit
application. (Ex. 400 at 16.) BCP points out that in the consol

Power Company’s]

. . . L ////,/(;//(‘ . .
decision to proceed construction and eq 1 lent prior to applying for
resource plannin wal for the Harry . ... [t]he Commission finds that

@] shall file amendments as soon as

stances, such e@ substantial financial commitments,
nent, rati the Commission with an amendment

practicable whe
warrant an amen

le prior to

N ]
development tas %’ isk cost

recommends that the Comr

financial commitments for any development task prior to seeking approval in an IRP or an
amendment. (/d. at 19.)

Staff’s Position
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250.  Staff recommends the Commission direct NV Energy to include in future IRP or
IRP amendment filings an explanation and roadmap detailing how the IRP or IRP amendment
fulfills the goals or initiatives or aligns with the projects proposed in the strategic operating plan

(“SOP”). (Ex.311 at 1.) Staff states that NV Energy’s SOPs present its top goals, priorities, and

posits that the proposed projects are presented to the Com

discussion of the actions, goals, plans, and projects from the SOP in all IRP and IRP
amendments, and include all projects NV Energy is pursuing as placeholder projects. (/d. at 7.)

NV Energy’s Rebuttal
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252.  Inresponse to BCP’s assertion that NV Energy should file for approval prior to
making significant expenses supporting new projects or else risk cost recovery, NV Energy states

that a requirement to make a filing for Commission approval of each project development

expenditure could delay project schedules and/or potentially result in lost site acquisition or

) Mmlmstratwely burdened and overwhelmed

».) NV Energy maintains that, consistent with NRS 704.741

.

viability of new_uni

and its accompanying regula , 1t i}//ﬁot until NV Energy has fully vetted and screened
L Y

potential proje /% leed, and have performed a full analysis, that it presents those

projects to the Commission tor approval. (/d. at 6.)

amendments to its Commission-approved joint resource plan during interim periods between
filing the next triennial IRP. (Ex. 131 at 8.) NV Energy offers that this is why the statutes and

regulations specifically contemplate amendments. (/d.) NV Energy explains that it is important
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to have an avenue to address challenges not anticipated during the joint resource plan filing
review process. (Id.) NV Energy elaborates that being able to address in real-time the ever-
changing energy landscape is critical and prudent to effectively run a utility and fulfill our
obligation to serve. (/d.) In response to WRA’s recommendations to alter the IRP process, NV

Energy states that, if WRA believes that changes should be made to an

7of the Commission’s
IRP regulations, WRA should follow the procedures outlined in%/w L 703.546. (Id.)

% to independentl
. //gy Y y

i

ions that seek to alter the IRP

ntervenors are attempting to

’ //) Further, NV Energy provides that these Intervenor

NV Energy can 1m 1 1/;ns to provide reliable service at just and reasonable rates for
customers we are obli; ‘ated to serve. (Id.)

257. NV Energy concludes that it does not believe that there is a need to reform the
IRP statutes or regulations at this time. (/d. at 13.) NV Energy requests that the Commission

reject the proposals as inappropriate given the scope of this proceeding. (/d. at 19.) NV Energy
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provides that it will support the Commission’s encouragement to the parties from phase one of
this docket to meet and confer by committing to notifying, when practicable, when initiation of a
triennial filing has begun, or when circumstances cause the planning of an amendment to begin.

(/d.)

Commission Discussion and Findings

258.  Several intervenors — including WRA, Google, Inte; nd CMN —

recommended broad reforms to NV Energy’s IRP and reso t processes. WRA
(Ex. 602) suggests “structural reforms” to NVE’s IRP similarly

proposes NV Energy adopt a two-stage IRP suc as// (

Colorado. Google also suggests NV Energy improve its /Z%ocesses to better share data and

ea@ cost, least risk of all available options.

; _adh
ould be/ own to bel %

the Plans’i © ‘ St %ctiveness of a preferred portfolio.

: /raise r“ sonable concerns with stakeholders’ ability to evaluate

.
NV Energy’s

questions, the parti ot yet have all the right answers to the issues that arose in this

Docket. Parties have identified modelling weaknesses, IRP process failures, transparency gaps,
and stakeholder engagement concerns. However, the Commission does not find that a

comprehensive overhaul of Nevada’s electric resource planning is warranted in this Docket.
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260. NV Energy’s needs and operations are changing, and the planning processes used
by NV Energy must adapt. It is more efficient to accommodate new needs preemptively rather
than addressing changes after issues become acute. Walk, jog, run applies here as well. For

instance, while Google’s recommendation to model the impacts of joining a market/RTO was

z

261. The Commission supports NV Energy’s sugges Tr. at 1227:25-

visual aids as a reasonable improvement. IK@S are nece nplex filings and the proposal

(1) increasing renewable procurement, rather than dispatchable fossil generation resources to
meet the RPS; (2) using new and complex modelling software to conduct production cost
modelling, and (3) contemplating participation in new regional programs for resource adequacy

and trading in multi-state day-ahead markets. These are topics worthy of additional discussion
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among the full set of stakeholders. To include the Commission in the discussion and maximize
transparency, the Commission will open an investigatory docket and host at least two formal
workshops on potential improvements to the IRP.

263.  The first workshop in 2023 will provide stakeholders an opportunity to discuss

more near-term improvements to NVE’s resource planning, including

assible discussion of
"

Tk,

.

it

2

ar ic /arly b}‘//// suring gener
_ y

» esources

match load at all times in the year via EL

ii.  Possible improvements to

sharing, selection;

de cases in resource planning and options for

other productive updates to IRPs. Additionally, NV Energy is already participating in the non-
binding seasons of WPP’s WRAP. Therefore, NV Energy must adapt the IRP to meet the
Nevada resource adequacy standards and WRAP’s forward showing with the attendant, discrete

assumptions for PRMs, resource counting, etc. Therefore, as a directive, the Commission
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Secretary shall open a new Investigatory Docket related to examining process, modelling, and
analytical improvements to NV Energy’s resource planning.
THEREFORE, it is ORDERED:

1. Phase 2 of the Joint Application of Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy and

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of the fo

2021 Joint Integrated Resource Plan in Docket No. 22-11032 is //d in part and denied in

th amendment to its

-

in: i andh odifies the
"""""" .

Company d/b/a NV Energy’s 2021 Joint Integrated Reso

O
with this Order. ,

0 // the r%ff%/wnt of the Valmy generating units, is the most cost-

/

Directives:
3 In a future résource plan amendment integrated resource plan, NV
E t provid \ Pot and Iron Point projects, includi
nergy must provi th . Hot Pot and Iron Point projects, includin
gy must provide'an g %//%/ proj g
adequate detai/l eview whether continuing with Hot Pot and Iron

)

on.

units:
a. A complete solution for the retirement of the Valmy coal plant;
b. Comprehensive analysis and comparisons of the financial and economic

impacts of each potential solution; and,
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c. Updated information on the federal and state limitations on continued
operations of Valmy and associated costs.
5. The Commission Secretary shall open a new Investigatory Docket related to

examining process, modelling, and analytical improvements to NV Energy’s resource planning,

/

missioner and Presiding Officer

/////

m

Dated: Carsdﬁ////{"’ . %




